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NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 


THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, 
MARKETING AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Wash ington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:40 a.m., in room 
G-308, New Senate Office Building, W ashington, D.C., Senator 
Kugene J. McCarthy presiding. 

Present: Senator McCarthy. 


Senator McCarruy (presiding). The hearing will be in order. 


This is a hearing of the Senate Subcommittee on Agricultural Pro- 
duction, Marketing, and Stabilization of Prices. 

At this point in ‘the record, Senate bill 2 2516, which is primarily the 
subject of these hearings, will be inserted in the record, as well as 
the report of the Department of Agriculture. 

(S. 2516 and the Report of the Department of Agriculture, dated 
October 15, 1959, follow :) 


[S. 2516, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 
A BILL To provide for stabilization and orderly marketing in the poultry industry 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “National 
Poultry Stabilization Act” 

STATEMENT OF POLICY 


Sec. 2. It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress, through the pow- 
ers conferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture by this Act, to stabilize the poul- 
try industry and to establish and maintain orderly marketing conditions for poul- 
try and poultry products produced in the United States; to provide reasonable 
returns and adequate standards of living to producers thereof so as to assure 
the continuing production and marketing of such poultry and the products thereof 
in sufficient quantities and of such grade, quality, and condition as to provide 
an adequate and dependable supply for consumers at reasonable prices. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 3. For the purposes of this Act— 

(a) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b)(1) The term “producer” means any person who owns or rents land, 
buildings, and equipment for poultry production and who— 

(A) with respect to any chicken marketing program, is engaged in the 
production of chickens or breeder chickens, at any stage in the production 
cycle. 

(B) with respect to any egg marketing program, is engaged in the pro- 
duction of eggs or laying fowl, at any stage in the production eycle. 

(C) with respect to any turkey marketing program, is engaged in the 
production of turkeys or breeder turkeys, at any stage in the production 
cycle. 
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(2) The Secretary shall promulgate regulations, with respect to each of the 
products named in paragraph (1), describing the type or types of business 
activity or economic contribution which constitute engaging in the production 
of such product. Such regulations shall provide for the exemption of producers 
whose rate of production is below a level, as determined by the Secretary, at 
which the aggregate production of all producers so exempted will have an ap- 
preciable effect on commercial markets. 

(c) The term “laying fowl’ means live poultry used or intended to be used 
for the commercial production of eggs. 

(d) The term “chicken”, unless the context indicates otherwise, means a 
chicken intended for consumption as meat, whether marketed or intended to be 
marketed as a fryer, broiler, capon, or under any other trade designation. 

(e) The term “marketing year’ means a period of one year’s duration which 
begins on such date as may be specified in the applicable marketing program. 

(f) The term “handler” means any person regularly engaged in the business 
of buying live chickens or live turkeys from any sellers thereof, and any person 
regularly engaged in the business of buying eggs from egg producers or from 
agents or brokers acting for egg producers. 


ESTABISH MENT OF PROGRAM FORMULATION COM MITTEES 


Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary is authorized and directed to establish, as soon as 
practicable after the enactment of this Act (1) a Chicken Marketing Program 
Formulation Committee, (2) an Egg Marketing Program Formulation Commit- 
tee, and (3) a Turkey Marketing Program Formulation Committee composed of 
the producers of such commodities. The members and alternate members of 
each such committee shall be appointed by the Secretary as hereinafter provided 
in this section. 

(b) (1) For the purpose of securing nominations for apointment to the Chicken 
Marketing Program Formulation Committee the Secretary shall provide for the 
holding of, and supervision of, a meeting of chicken producers in each State 
the value of whose production of chickens in 1958 was in excess of $35,000,000. 
At each meeting the producers shall be entitled to nominate one member and 
one alternate member for appointment to such committee for each full $35,000,- 
000 worth of chickens produced in such State in 1958. 

(2) The Secretary may provide for the holding of, and supervision of, such 
a meeting of producers from each group of States, as designated by him, in 
which, in his opinion, the production of chickens is an important agricultural 
activity, if the aggregate production of chickens in such group of States was 
in excess of $35,000,000 in 1958. At each snch meeting the producers shall be 
entitled to nominate for appointment to the Chicken Marketing Program Formu- 
lation Committee one member and one alternate member for each full $35,000,000 
worth of chickens produced in such group of States in 1958. If no such meeting 
is held for producers in such group of States, the Secretary shall designate 
persons to be appointed from such group of States. 

(c) (1) For the purpose of securing nominations for appointment to the Egg 
Marketing Program Formulation Committee the Secretary shall provide for 
the holding of, and supervision of, a meeting of egg producers in each State 
the value of whose production of eggs in 1958 was in excess of $60,000,000. At 
each meeting the producers shall be entitled to nominate one member and one 
alternate member for each full $60,000,000 worth of eggs produced in such State 
in 1958. 

(2) The Secretary may provide for the holding of, and supervision of, such 
a meeting of producers from each group of States, as designated by him, in which, 
in his opinion, the production of eggs is an important agricultural activity, if 
the aggregate production of eggs in such group of States was in excess of 
$60,000,000 in 1958. At each such meeting the producers shall be entitled to 
nominate one member and one alternate member for each full $60,000,000 worth 
of eggs produced in such group of States in 1958. If no such meeting is held for 
producers in such group of States, the Secretary shall designate persons to be 
appointed from such group of States. 

(a) (1) For the purpose of securing nominations for appointment to the 
Turkey Marketing Program Formulation Committee the Secretary shall provide 
for the holding of, and supervision of, a meeting of turkey producers in each 
State the value of whose production of turkeys in 1958 was in excess of $10,000,000. 
At each meeting the producers shall be entitled to nominate one member and one 
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alternate member for appointment to such committee for each full $10,000,000 
worth of turkeys produced in such State in 195s. 

(2) The Secretary may provide for the holding of, and supervision of, such 
a meeting of producers from any group of States, as designated by him, in which, 
in his opinion, the production of turkeys is an important agricultural activity, if 
the aggregate production of turkeys in such group of States was in excess of 
$10,000,000 in 1958. At each such meeting the producers shall be entitled to nom- 
inate one member and one alternate member for each full $10,000,000 worth of 
turkeys produced in such group of States in 1958. If no such meeting is held for 
producers in such group of States, the Secretary shall designate persons to be 
appointed from such group of States. 

(e) The Secretary shall, in such manner as he deems appropriate and effectual, 
give notice of the time, place, and purpose of each meeting called by him pur- 
suant to this section at least fifteen days before the date of such meeting. Each 
such meeting shall be held not later than sixty days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(f) The Secretary shall designate, with respect to each program formulation 
committee, one member to be appointed from each of the following groups that 
he deems appropriate in view of the nature of the segment of the poultry in- 
dustry to which such program formulation committee relates: (1) breeders: (2) 
multipliers: (38) hatcheries; (4) poultry feed companies; and (5) processors. 

(g) The Secretary shall appoint the persons nominated or designated pur- 
suant to subsections (b), (¢), (d), and (f), respectively, to the three program 
formulation committees provided for in subsection (a). 

(h) The Secretary shall call the first meeting of each of the program formu- 
lation committees appointed pursuant to this section as soon as practicable, but 
in no event later than ninety days after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
Kach program formulation committee shall at its first meeting organize and 
elect necessary officers. 

(i) For the purposes of this section, the value of any State’s production of 
chickens, eggs, or turkeys shall be as reported by the Federal Crop Reporting 
Service. 

DUTIES OF PROGRAM FORMULATION COMMITTEES ; TERMINATION 


Sec. 5. (a) Each program formulation committee shall prepare and submit 
to the Secretary a marketing program in conformity with section 6 of this Act 
unless, in its judgment, no such program is needed. 

(b) Each program formulation committee shall cease to exist when a market- 
ing program submitted by it becomes effective, or three years after the date of 
enactment of this Act, whichever is earlier. 


PROVISIONS REQUIRED, PROHIBITED, AND PERMITTED IN MARKETING PROGRAMS 


Sec. 6. (a) Any marketing program shall— 
(1) if such marketing program relates to 

(A) chickens, provide for the establishment of a Chicken Marketing 
Program Advisory Board; 

(B) egges, provide for the establishment of an Egg Marketing Pro- 
gram Advisory Board: 

(C) turkeys, provide for the establishment of a Turkey Marketing 
Program Advisory Board ; 

(2) provide for the number, qualifications, manner of selection, and terms 
of office of members of the advisory board ; 

(3) provide that at least 65 per centum of the members of the advisory 
board shall be producers of the commodity to which such program relates, 
chosen on a basis which will provide equitable representation of producing 
areas; 

(4) provide that members of the advisory board shall be appointed by 
the Secretary from nominations made by producers, or that the members 
of the program formulation committee, if such committee is constituted 
in accordance with the provisions of paragraph (3) of this subsection, 
shall be appointed by the Secretary as members of the advisory board ; 

(5) provide for the payment of expenses of administration of such pro- 
gram, including reasonable expenses of the members of the advisory board 
while engaged in the performance of their duties ; 
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(6) provide for the assessment of producers to pay the expenses of 
carrying out such program, the assessment with respect to each producer to 
be in proportion to his production or marketing in the marketing year in 
which such assessment is made; 

(7) specify the maximum assessment rates which may be levied upon 
producers ; 

(8) direct the advisory board to receive assessments, penalties, and 
any other lawful income, to pay expenses incurred by it, and to account 
for all receipts and expenditures ; 

(9) apply equally to all producers coming within its terms; 

(10) set forth, with respect to any program for restriction of production 
or marketing, provisions governing the allocation, increase, reduction, and 
transfer of quotas of individual producers: 

(11) provide, with respect to any program for restriction of production 
or marketing, for the creation of local committees of producers (the mem- 
bers of such committees to be appointed by the advisory board) to aid in the 
administration of the provisions set forth in such program ; 

(12) provide that the advisory board shall administer such marketing 
program in accordance with its terms and in accordance with such rules 
and regulations as may be promulgated by the Secretary. 

(b) No marketing program may— 

(1) provide for assessments in any one marketing year reasonably 
calculated to produce revenues aggregating more than 4 per centum of the 
average annual farm value of the products to which the program applies 
during the three preceding marketing years. as determined by the Secretary ; 

(2) provide for or permit the payment of any salary or other compen- 
sation, except reimbursement of expenses, to any member or alternate of 
an advisory board as such; 

(8) provide for the advertising or sales promotion of any particular pri- 
vate brand of food, or permit the disparagement of the use or value of any 
agricultural commodity ; 

(4) provide for the restriction in any marketing year of the production 
or marketing of any type or grade of any product below a level (taking into 
consideration any surplus in storage) necessary to supply the normal re- 
quirements of consumers: 

(5) provide for any restriction of production or marketing, unless such 
restriction is required in order to establish or maintain a level of prices for 
the product affected adequate to maintain on a sound economic basis suf- 
ficient productive capacity in the industry to fulfill the normal requirements 
of consumers; 

(6) contain any provision not reasonably related to the achievement of 
the objectives set forth in section 2 of this Act: 

(7) authorize or direct any action by the advisory board which shall not 
be subject to the approval of the Secretary ; 

(8) regulate or restrict research or development activities, or prohibit 
experimental production, but this clause shall not be construed to prohibit 
the applicability or marketing regulations or restrictions to experimental 
production on the same basis as the marketing of other production may be 
regulated or restricted ; 

(9) impose any duty or liability upon a handler, except as provided in 
sections 6(¢c) (1) and 6(¢) (2); 

(10) impose any duty or liability upon any person who is neither a pro- 
ducer nor a handler, except as provided in section 6(¢) (2) ; 

(11) be regional in application, or provide for differentiation of producers 
on a geographical basis. 

(c) Subject to the limitations set forth in subsection (b) any marketing pro- 


gram may— 





(1) require, or permit the advisory board to require, handlers to withhold 
from payments otherwise due to producers the amount of any assessment 
made upon producers pursuant to clause (6) of subsection (a) of this sec- 
tion, and to pay such amounts to the advisory board ; 

(2) require, or permit the advisory board to require, such reports or infor- 
mation from producers, handlers, processors, and others as may be reason- 
ably necessary in the administration of such program ; 
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(3) provide for the promotion of the consumption of the products affected 
by such program through the dissemination of information and educational 
matter relating to nutritional values and methods of preparation, or other- 
wise ; 

(4) provide for the carrying on of research and survey studies related to 
the production, processing, distribution, and promotion of the poultry or 
poultry product affected ; 

(5) provide for the establishment and maintenance of grade, quality, and 
labeling standards, not inconsistent with the Poultry Products Inspection 
Act (21 U.S.C. 451 and the following), for the poultry or poultry products 
affected by such program ; 

(6) regulate or restrict, or authorize the advisory board to regulate or 
restrict, by the creation of reserve pools or otherwise, the production or 
marketing of— 

(A) chickens or breeder chickens or both, at any one or more stages 
in the production cycle thereof, if such marketing program relates to 
chickens ; 

(B) eggs or laying fowl or both, at any one or more stages in the 
production cycle thereof, if such marketing program relates to eggs ; 

(C) turkeys or breeder turkeys or both, at any one or more stages 
in the production cycle thereof, if such marketing program relates to 
turkeys: 

(7) authorize the advisory board to purchase any product the produc- 
tion or marketing of which it might be authorized to regulate or restrict 
pursuant to clause (6) of this subsection ; 

(8) provide for the creation of local committees of producers (the mein- 
bers of such committees to be appointed by the advisory board) to aid in 
the administration of the provisions set forth in such program ; 

(9) contain such other provisions as may be reasonably related to the 
effectuation of the policies set forth in section 2. 


PROCEDURE FOR ADOPTION OF MARKETING PROGRAMS 


Sec. 7. (a) The Secretary shall determine whether any marketing prograni 
submitted to him pursuant to section 5(a) is in conformity with the require- 
ments of section 6, and shall, on the basis of his determination, approve or 
disapprove such proposed program. If he disapproves, he shall communicate 
to the appropriate advisory board or program formulation committee the reasons 
for his disapproval. In making any such determination, the Secretary shall 
take into consideration such of the following factors as he may deem relevant: 

(1) The quantity of the poultry or poultry products affected which are 
available for distribution, including any supplies in storage. 

(2) The quantity of the poultry or poultry products affected normally 
required by consumers. 

(3) The cost of producing the poultry or poultry products affected. 

(4) The purchasing power of consumers. 

(5) The level of prices of other commodities which compete with, or are 
utilized as substitutes for, the poultry or poultry product affected. 

(6) Any other data which, in the judgment of the Secretary, are relevant 
to the question of whether such marketing program conforms with the 
requirements of section 6. 

(b) The Secretary shall publish in the Federal Register the text of any 
marketing program approved by him pursuant to subsection (a), or any amend- 
ment approved by him pursuant to section 8(b). In the case of any marketing 
program, and in the case of any amendment required by section 8 to be submitted 
to a referendum, the Secretary shall, not less than fifteen or more than ninety 
days after such publication, conduct a referendum of producers who will be 
affected by such marketing program as proposed or as proposed to be amended. 
If two-thirds or more of the producers voting in such referendum favor such 
marketing program or amendment it shall thereupon become effective, but 
otherwise shall be of no effect. 

(ce) Only producers upon whom assessments would be levied, and producers 
whose production or marketing would or could be restricted or regulated, under 
such marketing program as proposed or as proposed to be amended, shall be 
eligible to vote in such referendum. 
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(d) The Secretary shall determine in accordance with the provisions of this 
section the producers eligible to vote in any such referendum, and shall furnish 
to such producers copies of the marketing program or amendment which is the 
subject of such referendum not less than fifteen days prior to the last day upon 
which ballots may be cast in such referendum. No such referendum shall be 
invalidated by reason of the failure of the Secretary to comply with the provi- 
sions of this subsection, unless such failure is substantial. 


PROCEDURE FOR AMENDMENT OF MARKETING PROGRAMS 


Sec. 8. (a) An advisory board may propose amendments to its marketing 
program. 

(b) Any amendment proposed pursuant to subsection (a) shall, except as 
provided in subsection (¢), become effective upon approval and publication 
by the Secretary. The Secretary shall approve such proposed amendment if 
he finds, on the basis of the factors enumerated in section 7(a), that the mar- 
keting program, if amended as proposed, will be in conformity with the re- 
quirements of section 6. If the Secretary disapproves such proposed amend- 
ment, he shall communicate to the advisory board the reasons for his dis- 
approval. 

(c) If an amendment approved pursuant to subsection (b) relates to any 
provision of a marketing program required by clause (2) or (7) of section 
6(a), or permitted by clause (6) or (7) of section 6(c), the Secretary shall 
submit such amendment to a referendum conducted in aecordance with the 
provisions of section 7, and such amendment shall take effect only if approved 
by producers, as provided in section 7. 


POWERS AND DUTIES OF SECRETARY 


Sec. 9. (a) The Secretary shall furnish to the several program formulation 
committees and advisory boards such information, advice, and technical assist- 
unce as they may reasonably request. 

(b) The Secretary shall pay, from such sums as may be appropriated for 
the purpose, the reasonable expenses of the members and alternate mem- 
bers of the program formulation committees and the reasonable and necessary 
expenses incurred by the several program formulation committees in carry- 
ing out the provisions of this Act, including the salaries of such employees 
us may be required by such committees. 

(c) The Secretary may require such reports or information from producers, 
handlers, processors, and others as may be reasonably necessary in the admin- 
istration of this Act. The Secretary shall exercise the authority contained 
in this subsection in such a manner as not to require the submission of duplicate 
reports, or reports containing substantially the same information, to the Sec- 
retary and to an advisory board pursuant to section 6(¢@) (2). 

(d) In order to ascertain the correctness of any report required to be sub- 
mitted pursuant to section 6(c) (2) or subsection (c) of this section, or for 
the purpose of obtaining information required but not submitted pursuant to 
such sections, the Secretary is authorized to examine the books and records 
(relating to the information required) of any person from whom such informa- 
tion is required. 

(e) The Secretary shall prescribe fiscal and accounting procedures for the 
several advisory boards, and shall audit their books and records, with or without 
notice, at such reasonable intervals (in no event less frequently than once a 
year) as he may deem appropriate. 

(f) The Secretary is authorized to make rules and regulations to carry 
out the provisions of this Act, and of any marketing program in effect under 
this Act. 

(g) The Secretary shall suspend the application of any provision of a mar- 
keting program in any circumstances, as determined by him, where the appli- 
cation of such provision would be in contravention of this Act. 

(h) In the formulation and administration of marketing programs, the Sec- 
retary and the several program formulation committees and advisory boards 
shall maintain liaison with the appropriate agencies in States having similar 
or related marketing programs, in order that State and Federal efforts may be 
coordinated wherever feasible. 
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NONGOVERNMENTAL STATUS OF ADVISORY BOARDS; FUNDS 


.o 


Sec. 10. (a) An advisory board is not a “Federal agency”, and a member or 
employee of an advisory board is not, as such, an “employee of the Govern- 
ment”, within the meaning of section 2671 of title 28 of the United States Code 
or any other provision of law. 

(b) The funds of an advisory board, whether derived from assessments or 
otherwise, shall not be considered to be Government funds or appropriated money 
for any purpose. 

(¢) No liability to on advisory board, howsoever collected or enforced, shall 
be construed as a debt due to the United States within the meaning of section 
3466 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 191), or for any other purpose. 


JUDICIAL REVIEW OF MARKETING PROGRAMS 


Sec. 11. (a) Any person upon whom a duty or liability is imposed pursuant 
to or in connection with a marketing program in effect under this Act may file 
a written petition with the Secretary, stating that such program or any pro- 
vision of such program or any obligation imposed in connection therewith is not 
in accordance with law and praying for a modification thereof or to be exempted 
therefrom. Such producer shall thereupon be given an opportunity for a hear- 
ing upon such petition, in accordance with regulations made by the Secretary. 
After such hearing the Secretary shall make a ruling upon the prayer of such 
petition which shall be final, if in accordance with law. 

(b) (1) The district court of the United States in the district in which such 
producer is an inhabitant, or has his principal place of business, shall have 
jurisdiction to review such ruling, if petition for review is filed within thirty 
days from the date of the entry of such ruling. Service of process in such 
proceeding may be had upon the Secretary by delivering to him a copy of the 
petition. 

(2) The review by the court shall be limited to questions of law, and findings 
of fact by the Secretary, if supported by evidence, shall be conclusive. 

(3) If the court determines that such ruling is not in accordance with law, it 
shall remand s@®h proceedings to the Secretary with directions (A) to make 
such ruling as the court shall determine to be in accordance with law, or (B) 
to take such further proceedings as, in its opinion, the law requires. 


CIVIL REMEDIES FOR ENFORCEMENT OF ASSESSMENTS AND PENALTIES 


Sec. 12. (a) Any producer who knowingly exceeds any quota or restriction 
upon production or exceeds any marketing limitation imposed upon him pur- 
suant to a marketing program effected under this Act shall be liable to the 
advisory board in an amount equal to three times the value of the excess of such 
product produced cr marketed, as the case may be, if such excess is sold or 
otherwise disposed of in violation of such program. The Secretary may sue any 
such producer on behalf of the advisory board in any court of competent juris- 
diction to recover the amount of such liability. 

(b) The Secretary may sue any producer or handler on behalf of an advisory 
board in any court of competent jurisdiction to recover the amount of any assess- 
ment for the payment or collection of which such producer or handler is liable 
to an advisory board pursuant to a marketing program in effect under this Act. 

(ec) Any claim which might be asserted against an advisory board in a suit 
brought under section 18 may be asserted as a counterclaim in a suit brought 
under subsection (a) or (b) of this section. 

(d) Payment shall be made to the appropriate advisory board in satisfaction 
of any judgment rendered in favor of the plaintiff in a suit brought pursuant 
to subsection (a) or (b) of this section. 

(e) Any handler who has not withheld or collected the amount of an assess- 
ment levied upon a producer, and has paid such amount to the proper advisory 
board, may sue such producer in any court of competent jurisdiction to revocer 
such amount. 

(f) The payment by a producer to a handler of an assessment which such 
handler is authorized to collect, or the withholding by such handler of the 
amount of such a#wessment from payments otherwise due to such producer. 
Shall unconditionally discharge such producer from liability with respect to 
such assessment to the extent of such payment or withholding. 
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(g) No suit may be brought pursuant to this section more than 3 years after 
the right of action first accrues. 

(h) The remedies provided by this section for the benefit of the advisory 
boards shall be exclusive. 


CIVIL REMEDIES FOR ENFORCEMENT OF CONTRACT AND TORT LIABILITIES 


Sec. 18. (a) An advisory board may sue and be sued on a contract entered 
into under color of authority of this Act or of a marketing program, and the 
several district courts of the United States are hereby vested with jurisdiction 
to entertain such a suit irrespective of the amount in controversy. Such a suit 
may be brought in any district in which the plaintiff resides, or in any district 
in which such suit might be brought pursuant to the provisions of chapter 87 
of title 28 of the United States Code. 

(b) In any suit brought pursuant to subsection (a), it shall not be a defense 
that the advisory board was without authority to enter into the contract on 
which the suit is brought, unless it be shown that the party against whom such 
defense is asserted had actual knowledge of such lack of authority. 

(c) An advisory board may sue and be sued in an action sounding in tort, 
and the several district courts of the United States are hereby vested with 
jurisdiction to entertain such a suit irrespective of the amount in controvery. 
Such a suit may be brought in any district in which the plaintiff resides, or 
in any distiret in which such suit might be brought pursuant to the provisions 
of chapter 87 of title 28 of the United States Code. 

(da) No claim or counterclaim may be asserted against an advisory board or 
against any member or employee thereof pursuant to subsection (¢) or other- 
wise, except as provided in section 11 of this Act, which is based upon 

(1) an act or omission of such board, or any member or employee thereof, 
exercising due care, in the execution of any provision of this Act, any mar- 
keting program in effect under this Act, or any rule or regulation promul- 
gated by the Secretary, whether or not such provision of this Act, marketing 
program, rule, or regulation be valid: 

(2) the exercise or performance or the failure to exercise or perform a 
discretionary function or duty on the part of such advisory board or any 
member or emplovee thereof, Whether or not the discretion involved be 
abused. 

(e) No member or employee of an advisory board shall be held personally 
liable in any suit brought pursuant to the provisions of this section. 

(f) For the purpose of determining the venue of any suit brought pursuant 
to the provisions of t’ is section, the advisory board shall be deemed to be a 
domiciliary of the District of Columbia. 

(gz) In any suit against an advisory board, service of process upon the Secre- 
tary or his designee shall be deemed to be service upon such advisory board. 


CRIMINAL PENALTIES 


Sec. 14. (a) Any information obtained pursuant to section 6(¢) (2), 9(e). or 
9(d) shall be confidential and shall not be disclosed by the Secretary, any officer 
or emplovee of the Federal Government, or any member of an advisory board or 
agent or employee thereof, except 

(1) in the form of statistics which do not reveal the identity of any 
individual producer ; 

(2) in compliance with an order of a court of competent jurisdiction ; or 

(3) in connection with a criminal prosecution for filing a false report. 


Any person violating the provisions of this subsection shall be punished by a 
tine not exceeding $1,000, and (A) if an officer or employee of the Federal 
(;overnment be removed from office, or (B) if a member or employee of the 
advisory board be removed from such position. 

(b) Any person who violates any provision of this Act or any marketing 
program or any regulation promulgated pursuant to the provisions of this Act, 
other than a failure to comply with quotas or restrictions upon production or 
marketing or failure to pay an assessment, shall, if such violation is not other- 
wise punishable by Federal law, be punished by a fine not to exceed $500 for 
each separate violation. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., October 15, 1959. 
tion, ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATCR ELLENDER: This is in reply to your request of August 12, 1959, 
for a report on 8. 2516, a bill to provide for stabilization and orderly marketing 
in the poultry industry. 

This Department recommends against passage of this bill. 

This bill would provide for the issuance of separate marketing programs 
for chickens, eggs, and turkeys, which programs would primarily regulate pro- 
ducers thereof and could provide for restriction of production or marketing 
(presumably including individual producer quotas or allotments), regulation 
of grade, quality, and labeling, and provision for certain promotional and re- 
search projects. urchase programs also would be authorized in lieu or in aid 
of direct regulation of production or market. Vrogram operating costs would 
he financed by assessments against producers, to be collected and paid by 
handlers by means of withholdings from producers. Other incidental powers 
also are provided, including reports, audits, enforcement, ete. The bill also 
provides special procedures for review, enforcement, etc. 

The bill would require that special committees composed of industry repre- 
sentatives be appointed to formulate each such program or determine that such 
program is not needed. After formulation by the committee, the Secretary of 
Agriculture would either approve or disapprove a program and, if so approved, 
the program would become effective following further approval by producers 
after special referendum. The Secretary’s approval would be conditioned on 
a determination that the program in question conforms with the authorities and 
standards in section 6 of the bill and would also take into consideration certain 
other factors set forth in section 7. No public hearing on any such program 
would be required or contemplated by the bill. 

Each program is to be administered by an advisory board which also would 
be charged with formulating amendments thereto. The Secretary would merely 
have limited power of approval or disapproval thereof: i.e., a veto power. 
Otherwise, the advisory board would exercise the powers of government in 
each such program. However, the bill expressly provides that each advisory 
board is not a lederal agency and its employees are not Federal employees 
and the funds collected by each advisory board by assessment or otherwise are 
not to be considered Government moneys for any purpose. 

The substantive regulatory powers to be exercised under each such program 
are similar in many respects to those contemplated by other proposed legisla- 
tion in this field, on which we have previously commented. We again par- 
ticularly eall your attention to the authority to establish individual producer 
quotas or allotments, which this Department opposes as indicated in our com- 
ments on such other legislation. 

This particular bill, however, presents additional objections. We seriously 
question the enactment of legislation which would delegate the responsibilities 
and powers of the Federal Government to members of an industry, as authorized 
by this bill. Under the bill the program formulation committees would have 
full responsibility for formulating regulatory orders and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture would have no real function other than a possible veto power. 

The advisory board which would administer and amend each program after 
its initial issuance would have similar powers of government, subject only 
to a limited veto power by the Secretary. This differs radically from the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), 
under which marketing agreements and orders for other commodities have been 
issued and are presently effective. Under the latter statute, the Secretary of 
Agriculture has full responsibility for the formulation, issuance, and amend- 
ment of marketing orders and their enforcement. Although in fruit and vege- 
table orders the administrative agencies are composed of industry representa- 
tives, the powers of such committees are essentially limited to ministerial ad- 
ministration of the orders and regulations issued by the Secretary. 

The proposed bill also makes no provision for the holding of public hearings 
concerning the issuance or amendment of marketing orders which we consider 
to be a serious objection in itself. 

We also question the necessity of establishing special committees through legis- 
lation for the purpose of proposing marketing programs or orders for considera- 
tion by the Secretary. The poultry industry is well organized nationally in 
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commodity groups on a State basis and presently has machinery which operates 
ona voluntary basis. Through their organizations they reflect rather accurately 
the wishes of the poultry industry concerning varions activities. This Depart- 
ment has from time to time ealled commodity committees together to secure the 
views of various segments of the poultry industry and other agricultural indus- 
tries, which is, in our opinion, just as effective, or perhaps more effective, than 
the procedure suggested by this legislation. 

Section 9(b) provides that “The Secretary shall pay, from such sums as may 
be appropriated for the purpose, the reasonable expenses of the members and 
alternate members of the program formulation committees and the reasonable 
and necessary expenses incurred by the several program formulation committees 
in carrying out the provisions of this Act, including the salaries of such employees 
as may be required by such committees.” Also, section 7(b) provides that the 
Secretary shall conduct a referendum of producers to determine whether or not 
a marketing program shall become effective. 

It is estimated that the expenses of the committees in the first year of promul- 
gation and issuance of marketing programs would be between $75,000 and 
£100,000. Previous estimates on proposed referendums for the same commodities 
were in the range of from $1,200,000 To $1,600,000 and from $300,000 to $400,000 
annually thereafter to meet continuing departmental costs. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TrukE D. Morse, 
teting Secretary. 





Senator McCarrny. I regret that Senator Humphrey, the princi- 


pal sponsor of S. 2516, is ill and cannot be here. We understand 
that he will submit a statement for the record at a later time. 


STATEMENT FILED BY THE Hox. Hvusert H. HUMPHREY, A U.S. Senator FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


S. 2516, the National Poultry Stabilization Act, was introduced in the Senate 
on August 11,1959. Twas joined in sponsorship by Senator McCarthy, of Minne- 
sota, Senator Engle, of California, and Senator Williams, of New Jersey. 

The States of Minnesota, California, and New Jersey, although distant from 
each other geographically and varving a great deal in size, climate, and popula- 
tion, have this in common—in each of them the sale of eggs, broilers, and 
turkeys accounts for a good proportion of the farm income. Among them they 
produce about 18 percent of the eggs produced in the Nation. California is first 
among egg-producing States: Minnesota ranks third: and New Jersey ranks 
seventh, although the sale of eggs brings in a much larger proportion of total 
farm income in New Jersey than in the other States. 

The producers of eggs, broilers, and turkeys in the three States face exactly 
the same problem of low price brought about by surplus production that is faced 
by producers all over the country. 

In the past few years, many of these farmers have been forced into bank- 
ruptey; many others are on the edge. In States like Minnesota and Wisconsin, 
where egg production on the family farm has often made the difference between 
a profit and loss on the entire farming operation, the low prices they receive 
for eggs is a very serious matter. 

A year ago, when the price of eggs broke badly, I received an avalanche of 
telegrams and letters from Minnesota and other parts of the country, asking for 
some governmental action to help alleviate the sitaution. After a great deal of 
urging, the Secretary of Agriculture undertook an emergency dried-egg purchase 
program—a too-little and too-late program that had no perceptible beneficial 
effect on the price of eggs. 

Many responsible people in Minnesota and other States have told me that a 
shell-egg purchase program would have been much more effective. I know that 
the dried eggs purchased by the Department are put to good distribution pro- 
gram. However, I would prefer that the schools had been enabled to purchase 
shell eges. And I would like to see these eggs move out of the retail stores into 
the hands of needy persons who purchased them with food stamps. This seems 
to me to be a sensible, efficient, and worthy way to handle such an emergency. 
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I aim quite aware that the Department of Agriculture does not agree with my 
view of this matter, since the Secretary has authority to initiate a food-stamp 
program of this sort and has not undertaken to do so. 

The proposal before this committee, S. 2516. was worked out by producers of 
eggs, chickens, and turkeys from all parts of the country, seeking to find a 
nation-wide answer to a nationwide problem. 

These producers know that the present low-price situation is not temporary. 
The poultry industry is chronically ill. The producers have tried many ways to 
solve the problem of recurring low prices. Each solution has carried the label 
of greater efficiency. Each has resulted in increased production and lower prices. 
Now, as testimony before this committee hus shown, these producers are turn- 
ing to the Government, asking only for the necessary tools—the authority—to 
take more positive action, as represented in the National Poultry Stabilization 
Act. 

This bill does not establish Federal controls or quotas of any kind on produc- 
ers. It does allow producers themselves, working through elected preducer 
committees and the Secretary of Agriculture, to use a number of programs to 
strengthen their industry. Among these possible programs are restrictions or 
regulations on the production or marketing of a product when this action is 
deemed needed. 

Careful safeguards for the public interest are set forth which must be given 
consideration by the Secretary of Agriculture before any restrictive program goes 
into operation. No program that is not approved by the Secretary and by at least 
two-thirds of the producers affected can be established. 

This is a self-help program, financed by the producers themselves. 

I introduced a similar bill dealing with turkeys alone early last session. This 
bill, S. 1895, is also of the self-help, enabling-act type. It differs in detail from 
the turkey section of S. 2516, but not in the principle of producers working to- 
gether to help themselves. I understand that members of the National Turkey 
Federation at their national convention in January adopted a resolution of 
unanimous support of S. 1395, and the federation has requested separate hearings 
on this bill. I see no reason why this committee should not be willing to hold 
such hearings, although I think that the bill before us might fulfill the wishes 
of the turkey producers. 

I also wish to point out that the self-help programs set forth in S. 1395 and 
S. 2516 could also be accomplished under the terms of my Family Farm Program 
Development Act, S. 2502, and also, I understand, under the provisions of the 
Family Farm Income Act introduced in the House of Representatives by Con- 
gressman Poage, of Texas. 

I have here a letter relating to the plight of the egg industry in California. 
This letter was sent to me by Mr. J. Blaine Quinn, master of the California 
Grange. Because this letter describes so vividly the situation in California and 
the reactions of Grange members toward legislation, I asked and have been given 
permission to read excerpts from it into the record. 


SACRAMENTO, CaAuir., February 9, 1960. 
Hon. Huserr HUMPHREY, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR HuMpPHREY: Understand you have introduced or plan on intro- 
ducing legislation in the Senate to help out in some manner the present deplor- 
able condition in the egg-production industry in the United States. 

Before coming to Sacramento recently as master of the California State 
Grange, the writer, with his sons, operated a hatchery in southern California ; 
now the boys are carrying on. 

Until 1 year ago, it was possible for a man with 6,000 to 8,000 efficient layers 
to make a good living for himself and family, not anyway comparable to doctors, 
lawyers, dentists, and other professional men, but enough to maintain himself 
2nd family on a good basis. 

Then, bankers, doctors, lawyers, merchants, dentists seemingly thought that 
egg production was a gold mine, because in California they all commenced in- 
Vesting in immense cage-laying plants with capacities all the way from 60,000 
to 500,000 laying hens. Of course, this made a severe marketing problem. Eggs 
are not subject to storage for a number of years like cotton, wheat, rice, etc.. 
but must be used in a comparatively short time. There was just about an even 
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break before this influx in the egg-laying cage business by other interests, so 
that demand kept pace with supply. Now this has been completely upset by 
the entrance of these immense cage plants. We consider this plain and simple 
greed on the part of these new entries into this field of agriculture. They did 
not need the revenue and, while most of them are not even making any money, 
they are forcing out of business families that have this as their only means of 
livelihood. Under our present system of government, each man has a right to 
choose his own way of making a living, but it seems tragic that these interlopers 
into the egg-production business are destroying a way of life. One by one, in 
California, the efficient, independent, family-sized, poultry farmer is being forced 
out of business. He must support his family on his 6,000 hens and usually does 
not have the resources or banking connections to keep him going. They sell out 
their layers usually at 25 to 35 cents per bird, after it has cost them around 
$1.50 per bird to bring them into production. Then, if they are lucky, they may 
get as high as 10 cents on the dollar for their equipment. Then they go out and 
compete with others in industry for a job and, instead of keeping their own 
independence, they punch a timeclock. 

Some of our financiers seem to think that this is the modern way of doing 
things and, we are sorry to say, it seems to be the present idea of the Secretary 
of Agriculture—he must reflect the wishes of his employer, and we have the spec- 
tacle of the richest nation in the world sliding back to the days of feudalism 
with the approval of the Secretary of Agriculture, who says the present trouble 
in agriculture will be ended when all the small farmers get out, take a job in in- 
dustry, and leave the field to the big fellow. 

Most of the ancestors of Members of the U.S. Senate and House of Representa- 
tives came from the Old World to the New for two reasons: religious or economic 
freedom. Now, we are told by heads of this Government that the European 
system of peasantry and feudalism is the proper way of life in agriculture. 
There should be no efficient, independent farmers; they should retire to the city 
and leave the field to the big landowners who can hire nationals of another na- 
tion or migrant workers to do the work on their immense landholdings. This is 
tragedy, stark and true. 

* ~ * y * om t 

The writer suggests that, in order to save a large portion of these independent 
egg farmers, some form of compensatory payment plan be adopted. If it is de- 
bated for a year, then the people that need help now will long be out of the pic- 
ture, punching timeclocks in some factory, and the business will be left to those 
greedy people who ruthlessly forced out of the field people who had been making 
their livelihood for years in this branch of agriculture. 

The law should be plainly spelled out, and the Secretary of Agriculture should 
be instructed by Congress to specify a price of, say, 34 cents per dozen, f.o.b. 
Minneapolis, for No. 1 Large A eggs, with the customary differences for the dif- 
ferent grades, a similar comparative price in Chicago, Kansas City, New York, 
New Orleans, Dallas, San Francisco, Los Angeles, and Seattle. Let the producer 
market his eggs to any bonded egg distributor or handler; take a receipt for his 
marketing. At the end of the calendar month, he would present them to the De- 
partment of Agriculture, and any difference between the established price and 
what he actually received, he would receive from the Department a cash settle- 
ment on the average daily production of, say, 6,000 to 8,000 hens. No one could 
get any more than this, no matter what the size of his flock. This might in some 
way dampen the ardor of these greedy boys with 1 million layers when they 
could not get compensation beyond a flock of 6,000 to 8,000 birds. 

We realize this is not perfect, but it is infinitely better than what we have 
now, and could be implemented with proper safeguards. It might be the means 
of saving these independent, efficient, homeowning farmers from being driven out 
of agriculture by greed and ruthlessness. 

This could be arranged for other crops, and, rather, than control by acreage, 
use bushels of wheat, corn, soybeans, pounds of cotton, tobacco, dozens of eggs, 
pounds of poultry and turkey meat, pounds of mutton, beef, and pork. Then, 
later on, when these so-called self-help plans are put in order, these compensa- 
tory payments could be removed. 

At any rate, if you have the time, Senator, would you let us know just what, in 
your opinion, will halt this drive toward peasant farming? 

We have 45,000 members in the California State Grange, and they are united 
almost to a man for some definite plan to keep the independent man and his 
family on the land. I know they will appreciate an expression from you, as you 
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come from a State that is rapidly becoming a major egg-producing section, and 
we understand, largely from independent, family-farm operations. Do not let 
these greedy corporation farm operators get a toehold in Minnesota as they 
now have in California. If they do, it will be the death knell of agriculture as 
you know it now in your State. 

We are in a rough-and-tumble battle in California now over water, and this 
should be presented in another letter; however, it closely dovetails the picture 
of egg production, as these same big forces are now endeavoring to get a 
stranglehold on the entire agricultural output of California. 

Will most certainly welcome word from you, and in the meantime, with best 
Wishes, believe me. 

Sincerely yours, J. B. QUINN, 
Master, California State Grange. 


Senator McCartruy. The first witness scheduled is Representative 
Clem Miller of California. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEM MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Minter. Thank you very kindly, Mr. Chairman. 

[ certainly do appreciate this opportunity to come at this time and 
to testify in support of this bill. I am very much in favor of the 
passage of this bill. And I hope that the committee will report it out 
favorably. 

| have submitted a companion measure in the House which is al- 
inost identical with the measure introduced by Senator Humphrey. 

You will hear later in the morning from other representatives from 
California and from individuals of our State government who have 
traveled 3,000 miles to testify on behalf of this legis: ation. You will 
also hear poultry producers who have small flocks, medium- sized 
flocks, and large-sized flocks, and have intimate experience by day-to- 
day work with the serious problems facing this industry. 

Mr. William Kuhrt, assistant director of the State Departme nt of 
Agriculture, who has had long experience in connection with this 
kind of legislation will testify. California has pioneered in self-help 
legislation and Mr. Kuhrt is hes to testify about thi it. experience. 
In fact, it was with the assistance of Mr. Kuhrt that the kind of legis- 
lation you are here considering today was formulated. We from 

California have the highest regard for his counsel. 

You will also hear from Mrs. Eva Weiner, Mr. Charles Paul and 
many others, all who have come here to testify in support of this 
legislation. 

I would like the permission of the Chairman, if I may, to introduce 
a statement on behalf of this bill with supporting exhibits, telegrams, 
and a resolution from the State board of agriculture. And I would 
very much appreciate the opportunity of summarizing this statement. 

Senator McCartny. Very well, sir, you may proceed. 

Mr. Mitrer. Mr. Chairman, I believe that’ the commodity -by-com- 
modity marketing order approach embodied in S. 2516 offers farmers 
a kit of workable tools to solve for themselves much of our “farm 
problem.” 
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The marketing order approach will permit producers to balance sup- 
ply approximately with demand, at prices fair to both producers and 
consumers. If such marketing orders were permitted to inc ‘lude pro- 
duction and marketing controls on a quantity basis (rather than on 
an acreage basis), unstable marketing conditions would be substan 
tialiy improved. I also believe the inadequate incomes in agriculture 
would be substantially improved so the efficient farmer and his family 
can continue farming and enjoy a standard of living comparable to 
that en joyed by other segments of our society. 

Most of the poultryme nin my district, which is the north coastal! 

California, are in substantial agreement with these views. They, and 
7 have been impressed with the success of California’s “self-help.” 

yroducer-financed marketing orders by which California farmers have 
established and expanded markets for some 30 farm commodities over 
the last 23 years. These statewide marketing orders have included 
appropriate use of quality regulations, diversion of surpluses, sales 
promotion including nutrition: al education, and research in marketing, 
processing, handling and production. 

We have also been impressed with the fact that some of these pro- 
grams do not work to the extent that producers not covered by Cali- 
fornia marketing orders sell in California markets. 

Nationwide marketing programs which permit marketing controls 
nppear to be the best tools to permit our poultrymen to retain their 
independer it status and still market their products in an orderly way. 
The Government's role would be to make sure that individual com 
modity group actions taken under the enabling legislation did not re 
sult in inequities to other producers, or to consumers. 

This approach has the merit of maximum freedom as well as flex: 
bility. It allows producers a maximum of freedom in organizing 
their own productive resources in this era of overrapid technologi- 
cal advance and consequent recurrent over-production. It would per- 
mit farmers to hold their own in the price-cost squeeze when faced 
with limited price competition in costs of the nonfarm products and 
services which farmers must buy. 

There has been much discussion of three points in the bill: the ex- 
tent of authority delegated to the Secretary of Agriculture, the sizes 
of small flocks below which it would be impractical to extend cover- 
age, and the definition of a producer. 

Concerning this last point I would like to submit for the Commit- 
tee’s consideration a detailed definition—more detailed than that now 
in either the House or Senate bills. It attempts to spell out the inent 
of many who support the bill: 

The term “producer” means any person who furnishes or performs as a prin 
cipal one or more of the production functions or requirements in a production 
activity, whether under contract or not, such as land, buildings, labor, capital, 
supplies, or other factors necessary in producing or causing to be produced 
poultry or poultry products as defined herein; provided that persons whose sole 
participation is in lending money at interest, or in leasing land for cash rent. 
or in furnishing feed or other supplies or services at specified prices to be re- 
paid, or in furnishing labor on a regular wage basis shall not qualify as producers 
hereunder. 

I would like to offer for the record some communications from 
poultrymen in California on this legislation, together with a resolu- 
tion of the California State Board of Agriculture. The State board 
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urges the Congress to enact marketing-order enabling legislation for 
ull of agriculture, and especially for the chicken, turkey, and egg 
producers, 

{ would like to submit for the record a list of the eight cosponsors 
in the House of the companion bills to S. 2516: Representatives 
Bowles, of Connecticut, H.R. 8482; Glenn, of New Jersey, H.R. 8623 ; 
Hagen, of California, H.R. 8594; McGovern, of South Dakota, H.R. 
9182; Clem Miller, of California, H.R. 8483; Saund, of California, 
H.R. 8500; Sisk, of California, H.R. 8454; and Thompson of New 
Jersey, H.R. 8865. 

[ would also like to note that a number of he bills on which the 
House Agriculture Committee’s Subcommittee on Dairy and Poultry 
held hearings last June—ineluding H.R. 7563, 7565, ‘and 7573, are 
predecessors of the bills listed above. 

1 would also like to note for the record that H.R. 10355, an overall 
farm bill introduced last week by Mr. Poage, of ‘Texas, and 15 other 
Members of the House, includes a marketing order enabling section 
quite similar to S. 2516. 

The basic question that we have here today is whether the present 
situation is going to continue as it is now winding up as a monopoly 
or whether the individual producers in America will be permitted the 
opportunity to band together to save themselves from certain 
destruction. 

This is the simple issue that is presented by this bill. 

As the leadoff witness, I am going to be followed by others who 
will say that this is not the case. But we do not need to go very far 
to find ample support that it is in fact. We can go to the Department 
of Agriculture for support. 

Everyone who is interested in this problem should have before them 
the document put out by the U.S. Department of Agriculture last 
June, entitled, “Integrating Egg Production and Marketing.” I 
would like to quote from a U nited Press dispatch of July 2 ‘which 
states : 


s 


Many farmers may be driven out of business. The study indicated that inte- 
gration would bring down the cost of producing eggs, that the total egg pro- 
duction might increase faster than the Nation’s population. The Department 
economist said that this would likely keep egg prices from going down in the 
years ahead, and that many producers and market operators might have to go 
out of the egg business. 

In other words, the Department has faced the problem that integra- 
tian is going to continue, and that monopoly conditions will soon 
obtain in the egg business. And this is true, likewise, of broilers 
and of other kinds of poultry, including turkey. 

So I would simply say that we are faced with the problem of per- 
mitting integration to continue until we have a few giant producers, 
monopolizing the production in this country. Then, the amount that 
we spend on agriculture in our support of costs will look like peanuts 
compared to the price that the American consumers will pay as the 
result of agricultural monopoly. 

In this bill we are afforded the opportunity of letting the producers 
regulate themselves. The consumer has a guardian in the office of 
the Secretary of Agriculture, to see that the consumer is not wronged 
by runaway prices. 
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There are three main points in the bill which may cause some difii- 
culty. However, they are secondary to the principle of self-help. 

First of these three trouble spots is the extent of the authority and 
discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. It is my belief that no 
program is going to be successful, no legislation is going to be success- 
ful, unless it has the cooperation of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Therefore, he must. be given wide authority and discretion, whether 
or not producers and farmers agree with the incumbent of that office 
at any given time. 

It is a principle we are striving for. Whatever opinion one may 
have of any Secretary of Agriculture, it should not blind us to the 
fact that there must be some direction, some authority, and this can 
only be lodged in the Secretary of Agriculture. 

I would urge, therefore, that the provisions of this bill which have 
been criticized in some quarters of the country be reexamined in 
this light, and that. we not allow our personal feelings to intrude 
where principle is involved. 

The second difficulty is going to be in establishing the flock-size 
exemptions from the provisions of this bill. Again I think this is 
a matter of detail. It does not go to the principle of whether or 
not we should have self-help legislation or whether we should not. 
Flock size can be worked out by the industry. 

I might make a point as regards the third stumbling block. This 
is the definition of a producer. <All too often, as in other agricul 
tural pursuits, the big producer ranges himself against the small 
producer, the integrator ranges himself against the so-called family 
farmer. 

In my mind, unless we resolve these difficulties and establish a spirit 
of cooperation in the poultry industry, we are going to get no 
legislation at all. 

There are witnesses here from certain sections of the country who 
are going to tell us that no legislation is necessary. The reason they 
are going to testify that way is that they fear their integrated opera- 
tions will be inter fered with by this bill. 

There are others in the cooperatives throughout the country who 
are going to oppose this legislation because the officers of those co-ops 
see a threat to their positions. 

I am certain that this legislation is honestly conceived: that it does 
not threaten integrators: that it does not threaten cooperators, en 
that their fears should be allayed and must be allayed if the bill i 
to pass and the industry is to survive. 

I feel that those who are here from the small farms of our Nation 
must realize that only through cooperating with their friends in 
other sections and with farmers of other products than their own, 
and with people whose organization structure differs from their 
own—that only through cooperation of all of these are we going to 
achieve success. I would hope that the witnesses who follow us 
exercise restraint, because I feel that the principle of establishing 
self-help for the industry overrides strictly personal or local objec- 
tions. 

I would also hope that those witnesses who are going to testify 
against this legislation examine their objectives and see wherein they 
ean find a basis for cooperation with other sections. Because as 
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‘ surely as we are sitting here, the American poultrymen can outpro- 


,. duce any sceeabinity of the American consumer to consume, unless he 

] : regulates his own production. And this, in my mind, is amply at- 

5 tested to and will be attested to by Mr. Hermon Miller, who is going 

x to follow us here and who feels that in some fateful way the decline 

: of the independent producer is something that must come to pass 

r and cannot be changed. 

e With that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you very kindly 
for this opportunity of appearing here this morning and testifying 

\ on behalf of this bill, and giving my most ardent support to it. 7 

e wun joined in support of the legislation by my colleagues in the House, 

n by Congressmen Sisk, Hagen, Saund, Bowles, McGovern, and others, 
who I hope will have an opportunity to appear in person before the 

e committee to lend their voices on behalf of this bill. 

1 Senator McCarruy. Thank you very much. 

e ) The documents you have referred to will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 

° (The resolution of the California State Board of Agriculture, to- 

s gether with four telegrams and a letter follow :) 

ly CALIFORNIA STATE Boarp OF AGRICULTURE, 

a Sacramento. 


Resolution re Integration in Agriculture 


is Whereas the State board of agriculture, at meetings held on September 14 and 
|. October 19, 1959, received considerable information on the subject of integration 


1] in agriculture from agricultural economists and marketing specialists in the 
University of California and in the California Department of Agriculture; and 


J Whereas such information discloses that, while integration generally has the 
potential of reducing production and marketing costs, it may tend to bring about 
It overproduction and unstable market conditions ; and 
0 Whereas the information received also discloses that certain forms of inte- 
gration, such as that entered into by producers cooperative marketing associa- 
tions in acquiring processing facilities or such as that voluntarily entered inte 
LO by individual independent producers in becoming a part of an integrated organ- 
y ization, are available to producers in this State without losing their status as 
i- independent producers, whereas other individual producers, by reason of in- 
debtedness to feed companies and other such firms, have found it necessary to 
accept and enter into so-called top-down integration programs under which the 
1O 


producer loses control as an independent operator and takes the status of a hired 
Ss man; and 
Whereas the board is informed that the so-called top-down form of integra- 


2S tion now includes many of our fryer, turkey, and egg producers in this State, 
as well as in the Nation; and 

( Whereas the board is convinced that, if the fryer, turkey, and egg industries 

is of this State and the Nation had available to them on a national scale enabling 


legislation to effect such self-help marketing programs as are in effect in Cali- 
fornia under our California Marketing Act, they would be able to control sur- 


- pluses, stabilize prices for their products, and generally improve their marketing 
in situation; and 
a Whereas the board is further convinced that producers not now part of an 
ir integrated organization should consider the formation of handling cooperatives 
to through which they might integrate their own production and marketing and 
receive a part of the benefit from reduced cost or, where producers have already 
US been brought under the top-down form of integration, they should consider that 
1a formation of marketing cooperatives in order to obtain for themselves bargaining 
c- power equal to that of the integrator in bargaining for the distribution of re- 
turns within the system: Now, therefore, be it 
: Resolved, That the California State Board of Agriculture, meeting in Sacra- 
fy mento, Calif., on November 16, 1959, does reaffirm our convictions and faith in 
By the principles and the effectiveness of our cooperative marketing associations and 


is our self-help marketing programs as provided in our California Marketing Act, 
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and does again urge the Congress to enact enabling legislation for all of agricul- 
ture, and especially for the fryer, turkey, and egg producers of the Nation, which 
embodies the self-help principles proven successful in California, so that these 
agricultural producers may control their overproduction, stabilize their prices 
and returns for their products, and thereby avoid further financial insecurity 
and the necessity of accepting the top-down form of integration which is under- 
mining the independent status of so many of our producers. 


PETALUMA, CALIF., February 25, 1960. 
Congressman CLEM MILLER, 
135 House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Our co-op comprised wholly of family size poultry and egg producers supports 
stabilization act 8.2516. Most of our members already are integrated. Many 
were forced out completely. Legislation to balance production to market needs 
offers the best way to save the rest and give those integrated a new lease on 
their farms. 

PETALUMA COOPERATIVE HATCHERY, 
LARRY LAtcH, Secretary. 


SEBASTOPOL, CALIF., February 21, 1960. 
Hon. CLEM MILLER, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The poultry and egg industry in California was operated at a loss most of 
1957, 1958, and 1959. What's true in California is true throughout the country. 
We believe the self-help program set forth in S. 2516 will be helpful. Therefore 
the California Egg Producers Association urges passage of same. 

CHARLES CITERNEY, 
Executive Secretary. 


SEBASTOPOL, CALIF., February 25, 1960. 
Congressman CLEM MILLER, 
135 House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We a group of poultry growers of Sonoma County hereby are in support of 
the bill S. 2516 and we urge the committee to act favorably on this bill. We 
believe that this bill will help poultry industry as a whole. Thanking you in 
advance for your support. 

WILLIAM WILKINS, 
South Sebastopol, Calif. 





SANTA Rosa, Catir., February 25, 1960. 
Congressman CLEMENT MILLER, 
135 House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 
The decline of the poultry industry and the resulting financial loss to the 
farmers has made it imperative that we seek help in the form of self-help 
legislation. We urge the passage of the National Stabilization Act. 


SonoMaA County FarM BUREAU, 

WILLIAM BLEDSOE, President. 

SonoMA CouNTy FARM BUREAU POULTRY DEPARTMENT, 
HENRY BURKE, Chairman. 
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Yucaipa, Cauir., February 19, 1960. 
Congressman CLEM MILLER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN MILLER: Our center has lost 15 percent of its membership 
in the past year due to the prices our members have been receiving for eggs. Not 
all have been bankruptcies, some of them have just pulled up their families and 
left what was a way of life, a home, and a livelihood. For Congress to sit idly 
by and let this type of independent farmer slip from the scene one by one in 
favor of integrated company owned laying flocks is beyond our comprehension. 

Out center as well as the entire poultry department membership of San Ber- 
nardino has voted by ballot overwhelmingly in favor of the passage of the 
National Poultry Enabling Act. It is the only solution for poultrymen now be- 
fore Congress. We urge its passage before our center has to disband for lack 
of members. 

We urge you to do whatever is in your power to do for quick passage of the 
enabling act. Its passage through Congress alone will have a stabilizing effect 
on the market, which would keep us going until our elected poultry representa- 
tives can solve our difficulties through measures adopted from the act could be 
put in effect. 

Sincerely, 
CoLtEMAN H. FELDMAN,, 
Chairman, Yucaipa Valley Farm Bureau Center. 

Senator McCarry. I should like also to thank you for appearing 
for the other House Members whom you named. 

Mr. Mitier. Thank you. 

Senator McCarruy. Our next witness is Mr. Hermon I. Miller, 
Director, Poultry Division, Agricultural Marketing Service, U.S. De- 
partment of Agriculture. 


STATEMENT OF HERMON I. MILLER, DIRECTOR, POULTRY DIVI- 
SION, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE; AND CHARLES W. 
BUCY, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Minzuer. Mr. Chairman, I am joined by Mr. Charles W. Bucy, 
of the Office of the General Counsel, thinking that he may be able 
to answer any questions that you might have on any legal aspects of 
the question, and Mr. Nathan Koenig, Special Assistant to the Ad- 
ministrator, and Mr. Richard C. Larkin, who is an economist in our 
Poultry Division, thinking that if you had any interest in economic 
trends, he might be able to help you in that respect. 

We in the Department of Agr ic ‘ulture welcome the opportunity to 
participate in this hearing on S. 2516, a bill “to provide for stabiliza- 
tion and orderly marketing in the poultry industry.” 

On two occasions in 1959 it was our privilege to appear at. hearings 
before the Dairy and Poultry Subcommittee of the House Committee 
on Agriculture to discuss the poultry and egg situation. These hear- 
ings were prompted by the relatively low prices for poultry and eggs 
which then existed. At that time we pointed out that, and I quote— 
unless very drastic steps are taken, the poultry industry will probably continue 
through difficult times until adjustments are made to this new economic era. 

The “new economic era” referred to has to do with the dynamic 
changes which have been and are taking place within all segments 
of the poultry industry, changes which are closely associated with 
the trend toward specialized and commercialized production and 
marketing. 
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ADJUSTMENT IN EGG PRODUCTION UNDERWAY 


In 1959 market egg producers cut the number of chickens raised for 
replacement of flocks by 7 percent. Culling of old hens was heavier, 
an estimated 2 percent greater than a year earlier. Because of these 
adjustments the laying flock on January 1, 1960, was 4 percent below 
January 1 a year earlier. 

Although egg prices have been discouragingly low so far this year, 
and below a year earlier as was forecast by ‘the. Department in Novem- 
ber of 1959, prices have turned up in recent weeks and are now 3 to 4 
cents above the low level they reached earlier this year. Producer 
prices are expected to improve relative to a year ago and after mid- 
spring are likely to exceed year earlier levels. The hatch of chicks 
for flock replacement purposes was one-third below a year earlier in 
January and will likely be at least one-third lower this F ebruary than 
during February of 1959. The number of laying pullets entering 
flocks during the first 6 months of 1960 will likely be about 20 percent 
below the same period in 1959. These facts indicate clearly that. nee- 
essary adjustments are underway in the egg industry. 


BROLLER PRODUCTION EXPECTED TO ADJUST TO DEMAND 


Broiler producers likewise made adjustments during 1959 to bring 
their product ion more in line with the consumer demand for their 
product. P roduction during 1959 increased only 3 percent, whereas 
during the previous 5 years it had increased at an annual average rate 
of 12 percent. Of more significance, however, is the fact that primary 
breeders, i.e., the producers of breeding stock for the production of 
hens for eggs to be used in producing chicks, cut their output by 14 
percent. This means that supplies of hatching eggs and chicks during 
1960 will be significantly smaller than during 1959. The number of 
chicks hatched in November and December of 1959 and during Janu- 
ary 1960 to produce marketable broilers during the first quarter of 
1960 were down 1 percent from the same per iod a year earlier. Even 
though the prospective hatch during February is up 4 percent from 
February of 1959, the tightening supply of eggs and chicks during the 
balance of 1960 will very definitely limit any expansion in broiler pro- 
duction this year and, hence, should help the industry improve its 
price situation as compared to 1959. 


TURKEY PRODUCTION 


Turkey producers are also taking a more conservative approach to 
production. On January 1, 1960, the number of breeder hens on 
farms for 1960 egg and poultry production was down 8 percent from 
a year earlier. 

All of these adjustments are very significant and although they are 
not entirely adequate in every instance, they definitely are steps in 
the right direction and are in line with our earlier forecasts of what 
the industry would do. 

A year ago we stated that, and I quote: 


It is our feeling that the welfare of the industry rests with the industry itself. 
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The evidence clearly indicates that the industry is making adjust- 
ments to the “new economic era” in which it finds itself and will con- 
tinue to make the adjustments which are necessary if left to its own 
devices. 

We have been asked today to comment on 8. 2516, a bill “to pro- 
vide for stabilization and orderly marketing in the poultry industry.” 


REVIEW OF BILL 


This bill would provide for the issuance of separate marketing 
programs for chickens, eggs, and turkeys—programs which w ould 
primarily regulate producers and could provide for restriction of 
production or marketing (presumably including individual penne 
quotas or allotments), regulation of grade, qui ality and labeling, and 
provision for certain promotional and research projects. Purchase 
programs also would be authorized in lieu or in aid of direct regula- 
tion of production or marketing. Program operating costs would be 
financed by assessments against producers, to be collected and paid 
by handlers by means of withholdings from producers. Other inci- 
dental powers also are provided including reports, audits, enforce- 
ment, et cetera, 

The bill would require that special committees composed of industry 
representatives be appointed to formulate each such program or deter- 
mine that such program is not needed. After formulation by the 
committee, the Secretary of Agriculture would either approve or dis- 
approve a program and, if so approved, the program would become 
effective following further approval by producers after special ref- 
erendum. The Secretar y’s approval would be conditioned on a deter- 
mination that the program in question conforms with the authorities 
and standards in section 6 of the bill and would also take into con- 
sideration certain other factors set forth in section 7. No public 
hearing on any such program would be required or contemplated by 
the bill. 

Kach program would be administered by an “advisory board” which 
also would be charged with formulating program amendments. The 
Secretary would merely have limited power of approval or disap- 
proval of a program, Le., a veto power. Otherwise, the advisory 
board would exercise the powers of Government in each such pro- 
gram. However, the bill expressly provides that each “advisory 
board” is not a Federal agency and its employees are not Federal 
employees and the funds collected by each advisory board by assess- 
ment or otherwise are not to be considered Government moneys for 
any purpose. 

The substantive regulatory powers to be exercised under each such 
program are similar in many respects to those contemplated by other 
proposed legislation in this field, on which the Department has pre- 
viously commented in reports submitted to this committee. We par- 
ticularly call attention to the authority to establish individual pro- 
ducer quotas or allotments which the Department opposes as indicated 
in its comments on such other legislation. 
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DEPARTMENT S RECOMMENDATION 


The Department recommends against passage of this bill for a 
number of reasons. The Department seriously questions the enact- 
ment of legislation which would delegate the responsibilities and 
powers of the Federal Government to ~ members of an industry as 
authorized by this bill. Under the bill, the program formulation 
committees would have full responsibility for formulating regulatory 
orders and the Secretary of Agriculture would have no real function 
other than a possible veto power. 

The “advisory board” which would administer and amend each 
program after its initial issuance would have similar powers of gov- 
ernment, subject. only to a limited veto power by the Secretary. This 
differs r adically from the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) under w hich market ing agree- 
ments and orders for other commodities have been issued and are 
presently effective. Under the latter statute, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture has full responsibility for the formulation, issuance and 
amendment of marketing orders and their enforcement. 

Although in fruit and vegetable orders the administrative agen- 
cies are composed of industry representatives, the powers of such 
committees are essentially limited to ministerial administration of 
the orders and regulations issued by the Secretary. 

The proposed bill also makes no provision for the holding of public 
hearings concerning the issuance of amendment. of marketing orders. 
and this the Department considers to be seriously objectionable in 
itself. 

The Department also questions the necessity of establishing special 
committees through legislation for the purpose of proposing market- 
ing programs or orders for consideration by the Secretary. The 
poultry industry is well organized nationally in commodity groups 
on a State basis and presently has machinery which operates on a 
voluntary basis. Through their organizations they reflect rather ac- 
curately the wishes of the poultry industry concerning various activi- 
ties. The Department has fr om time to time called ¢ commodity com- 
mittees together to secure the views of various segments of the poultry v 
industry and other agricultural industries which is, in our opinion, 
just. as effective, or perhaps more effective, than the procedure sug- 
gested by this legislation. 

We again reiterate, as we have in the past, that in our opinion 
the longtime welfare of the poultry industry rests with the industry 
itself. 

The Department will continue to do all it can to help the industry 
make the necessary adjustments. The statistical tools and marketing 
services needed by the industry in this regard are already available 
and we will continue to help the industry understand how these 
tools can be used to best advantage. The Department will also con- 
tinue to work closely with the industry to improve the demand for 
poultry products. The Department has a long record of joining with 
industry in special merchandising programs which have been highly 
successful in moving seasonal and temporary surpluses as well as 
maintaining a continuous program of consumer education for the 
products of the poultry industry. 
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Also, the Department has been alert to the use of Section 32 pur- 
chase programs on many occasions for the purpose of stabilizing 
prices to producers. Strong emphasis will continue to be given to 
developing foreign markets, again as an aid to the industry- -spon- 
sored International Trade Deve elopment Committee. We feel strongly 
that such efforts and the adjustments already under way are vital to 
the long-time well-being of the poultry industry. 

Senator McCartny. Mr. Miller, do you have any other agricul- 
tural program comparable to this, that is, with regard to any other 
agricultural commodity ? 

Mr. Mitier. You mean the marketing order ¢ 

Senator McCarruy. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. Authority similar to that contained in this bill? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes. 

Mr. Mutter. There are, of course, programs on milk which affect 
the price of milk in milksheds. Mr. Bucy could give you some back- 
ground on that, if you would like to have it. 1 work particularly 
with poultry. And we do not have any in poultry. 

Senator McCarruy. I should like to know how it would differ with 
regard to poultry and eggs. 

Mr. Bucy. Under the Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 there is 
authority, of course, for marketing orders, regulating the marketing 
of agricultural commodities specified therein, mainly, milk and fruits 
and vegetables. 

The milk program approaches the problem from the standpoint 
of establishing a minimum price on a classification basis to be paid 
to producers with a view to orderly marketing and moving the pro- 
ducer’s price towards parity or parity as adjusted to meet the cost 
of production and to insure an adequate supply. 

The fruit and vegetable field, probably, is more in the direction of 
the philosophy of this legislation in the sense that it deals with the 
regulating of the supply in marketing channels through volume con- 
trols, either total volume marketed or to volume of a particular grade 
or quality of the particular fruit or vegetable involved. 

They differ sabetandialie in the sense that they regulate the han- 
dlers of the commodity. In fact, that legislation prohibits the regu- 
lation of a producer in his capacity of a producer. In that respect 
they differ substantially from the approach, as I see it, in the legisla- 
tion here which would deal with the producer, rather than the 
handler. 

The only function of the handler, or the only regulation of the 
handler under this legislation being the collection of assessments or 
the requirement that he file reports for information in administering 
the program. 

Those programs, also, are initiated by proposals by any interested 
parties in the industry, or could be initiated by the proposal of the 
Secretary. 

They are limited to regional application, rather than national ap- 
plication, unless it is found by the Secretary that regional orders 
will not tend to effectuate the purposes of the act. 

Senator McCarrny. Is there any comparison between this program 
and the citrus act? 
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Mr. Bucy. No. I think that there is quite a bit of difference be- 
tween the two. But that does have an impact on the amount that 
can be used, and does get closer to the production level. 

Senator McCarruy. You seriously question the enactment of legis- 
lation that would delegate powers to members of the industry instead 
of the Federal Government. Has not such delegation occurred in 


the case of the milk mar keting arrangement and in some of the other 


legislation where it is permissive, as with fruits and vegetables / 

Mr. Bucy. I think that the difference there, Mr. Chairman, is that 
under those acts, any party may propose a program. It is then 
subject to a public hearing. And the provisions of any program that 
may be put into effect must be based upon the evidence of the public 
hearing. This legislation in that. aspect, at least, would provide for 
proposals by a committee, that. is, a formulating committee that the 
Secretary would have to appoint the nominees of, the producers as 
the members thereof, and then he would have the authority either 
to accept or reject the proposal of that committee. And there would 
be no public hearing involved. The proposal could not originate from 
the Secretary or from some part of the industry other than from 
this formulating committee. 

Senator McCarruy. Since the Department of Agriculture is op- 
posed to this legislation, has it suggested any legislation of its own 
in this field? Has any attempt been made to control poultry and 
egg production and egg prices? 

Mr. Miurrr. None of us are in the policy group. This is some- 
thing that we would have to review if some bill came forward. 

Senator McCartruy. There have been no recommendations from 
the administration ? 

Mr. Mitrer. No. 

Senator McCarrny. You have not taken any positive position: 
rather the Department is willing to let the poultry and egg business 
face whatever may come in this “dynamic stage’—the Department 
is willing to let that happen, so far as you know ? 

Mr. Mirier. Well, I think that I can say that the Department is 
not happy to see it happen, but it is a real dilemma to find out how 
to correct it without creating new problems. 

Senator McCarruy. You mean the Department is like the walrus 
in Alice in Wonderland who, as he prepared to eat the oysters, said 
to them: 

“<“T weep for you,’ the walrus said: 
‘I deeply sympathize.’ 
With sobs and tears he sorted out 
Those of the largest: size, 
Holding his pocket -handkerchief 
Before his streaming eyes.” 


Mr. Miuier. That is right. But I think that I would like to sa 
this for myself personally, that whenever you are dealing with an 
economy that is very dynamic as the poultry industry is and the egg 
producing segment ‘particularly, to stop it from a change, whether 
the changes are in the public interest or whether another’ program 
would be in the public interest, I think is a real problem. TI think it 
is much easier where a program is static or an industry is static to 
bring about these kinds of procedures. 
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Senator McCarruy. Does the Department have any other plans 

uw proposals with regard to the poultry and egg problem? For ex- 
ainple, is it concerned about the method of determining egg prices by 
the Urner-Barry reports? Does the Department think that deter- 
mination of the egg prices is adequate and satisfactory, or does it 
have any recommendations in this area ! 

Mr. Mitier. Here again we are aware of what is happening. There 
is nothing illegal being done. The egg pricing system as we see it is 
1 matter of custom where people are using the ‘Urner-Barry report 
as a base for the prices, paying over or under—usually over—in var- 
ious parts of the country. 

There is a study being made by the State departments of agricul- 
ture on this problem, and we are ver y anxious to cooperate with these 
kinds of studies and, also, to see the results that m: vy come from them. 

Senator McCarruy. Do the experts feel that pricing by means of 
the Urner-Barry reports are proper prices, that they "reflect pretty 
well what the market prices should be? 

Mr. Miuier. [ think that most of the people would feel that there 
may be jiggles too high or too low for a very short period of time, 
but they do reflect the supply and demand relationship rather well. 

Senator McCarruy. What are the techniques used by Urner-Barry ¢ 
Ido you know what kind of marketing research and economic studies 
they make before determining prices / 

Mr. Miturr. Urner-Barry has been in existence, I believe, about 
100 years or a little over 100 years. Of course, they established them- 
selves in this field and have years of experience. The person who is 
responsible for reporting the commodity interviews people on the 
streets, so to speak, studies the trends on the nbreantife exchange in 
New York. And as I understand at a specified time puts down a 
figure on the blackboard on the mercantile exchange which is his 
determination of the price or the value. 

Then, of course, trading takes place around those values. And we 
have a market news reporting system in New York City, as well as 
in many other parts of the country, that reports the actual trading 

value, 

Senator McCarruy. How much of a staff does Urner-Barry have, 
do you know ? 

Mr. Mitier. I do not know. I know that there is a family, but I 
do not know the setup that they have in the office. 

Senator McCarrniy. Is it a special gift that is passed down in the 
family line? 

Mr. Miuurr. I think the one who is responsible for the egg reporting 
system, the one whose picture was in the Farm Journal a “short time 
ago has been in this business a long time, as you can tell by his picture 
and his age. 

Senator McCarrny. As I understand your position on this problem, 
the Department does not have any specific recommendations, at least 
with regard to legislation ? 

Mr. Miirr. That is right. 

Senator McCartny. That is, in the area of egg and poultry mar- 
keting, for the time being you are willing to let the market force take 
care of the problems. 

Mr. Mitirr. That is right. 
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Senator McCarrny. I would like to ask one question with regard 
to the decrease in egg produc tion. Has this occurred generally across 
the whole industry. or has it been a reflection of what has happened 
to the small ee é 

Mr. Miter. I do not know that we have the specific answer to that, 
but I think it is pretty well across the whole industry. There are a lot 
of these large segments that have been hurt very badly during these 
last months. 

Senator McCarruy. Do you know whether the small producers 
have continued to keep up their flocks even though there has been a 
loss? 

Mr. Mitier. The small producrs producing at an economic loss # 

Senator McCartruy. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. I think that the small producer can produce eggs just 
as cheaply as the large one, but it is the amount of net revenue after 
he has done the job that is the real problem, I think. 

Senator McCarruy. That is a real problem for all of us. Thank 
you very much. 

Mr. Muuter. Thank you. 

Senator McCarruy. By arrangement made beforehand, I under- 
stand, the next witness is Mr. Tankersley, president of the Southeast- 
ern Poultry & Egg Association of Gainesville, Ga. 


STATEMENT OF J. M. TANKERSLEY, PRESIDENT, SOUTHEASTERN 
POULTRY & EGG ASSOCIATION, GAINESVILLE, GA.; PAUL G. 
THOMAS, SUMTER, S.C.; AND MARSHALL DURBIN, JR., CHAIR- 
MAN, SOUTHEASTERN PROCESSORS COUNCIL, BIRMINGHAM, 
ALA. 


Mr. Tanxkerstey. Mr. Chairman and committee members, my name 
is J. M. Tankersley. The gentlemen appearing with me are Mr. 
Paul Thomas, a turkey producer from Sumter, 8.C., and Mr. Mar- 
shall Durbin, Jr., from Birmingham, Ala., chairman of the South- 
eastern Processors Council. Each of these gentlemen have a state- 
ment that they wish to submit to you. We have elected to appear 
before you together in an effort to conserve time for the members of 
the Senate committee. 

I am here today speaking not only as an individual poultryman, 
but as president of the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association. 
The membership of this association is made up of producers, hatchery- 
men, feed dealers, and processors of all three commodities repre- 
sented by the Senate bills under review by your committee. This 
membership is throughout the 10 Southeastern States—Alabama, 
Georgia, Kentucky, North Carolina, South Carolina, Florida, Missis- 
sippl, , West Vi irginia, Virginia, and Tennessee. 

To guide the association in its policies, we have commodity com- 
mittees that study programs affecting the industry and rec ommend 
to the board of directors the action to be taken. For the pees 2 years, 
the turkey committee, commercial egg committee, and the broiler com- 
mittee have reviewed many proposals seeking to put our Federal 
Government in the poultry business. Each time the poultrymen 
serving on these committees have strongly opposed the proposals. I 
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want to emphasize that the poultrymen serving on these commodity 
committees are people who make their daily living from the poultry 
industry. 

There are two Senate bills, S. 2516 and S. 1395, that seek to have 
the Federal Government take over the responsibility of controlling 
the flow of poultry products to the consumer. These so-called self- 
help, but Government controlled programs are seeking to destroy 
the very thing that has made the poultry industry become the most 
dynamic and rapid advancing phase of modern agriculture. This 
industry has progressed under a free and competitive program. Take 
this away from our industry and you will destroy efficiency and de- 
sire for creative ideas. 

The arguments for the Government to control the production and 
the marketing has been to guarantee more profit with less effort. It 
makes a beautiful bedtime story if you are tired and sleepy and don’t 
want to continue the competitive race. 

The producers in the Southeast had to make a decision to “get in or 
get out” of the poultry business several years ago. To “get in” meant 
adopting new ideas and creating others that would net a return to us. 
We had to break with traditions and adjust to changing conditions, 
or get out. 

The poultry industry should be guided by the experience of other 
commodities when we consider Government programs. We cannot 
help but observe that the commodities that have the largest surpluses 
are those that have had the most Government control. It is also these 
same commodities that are costing the American taxpayer a reported 
$1 million per day storage fees, plus other untold millions spent in 
purchasing them. It has reached such staggering amounts that the 
agricultural industry as a whole is being indicted by the general public 
and the taxpayers are screaming for agriculture to get out of the 
political pay trough. 

It is not a secret that the Government-controlled programs have 
accelerated the trend to push the small farmer out of business. To ask 
for a Government program, controlled by an industry committee, is 
only wishful thinking. Our Federal Government cannot accept re- 
sponsibility without authority and that is the way it should be. Yet, 
5. 2516 is promoted on the theory that the producers would say when, 
where, how, and by whom the poultry me eggs would be produced 
and marketed. The proposals would exempt producers classified as 
“small.” Such a system would encourage new producers to put in 
the maximum yet remain exempted. In a short time, it is conceivable 
that the “exempted” producer could represent the majority of produc- 
tion. Obviousty, some answers to this problem would be to freeze the 
production and only let the present producer continue to produce. 
This again is wishful thinking by some people. I think the people 
would oppose a program that refused production in one State, yet 
permitted an expansion in another State. 

Yes, the poultry industry in the Southeastern States is opposed to 
Government intervention, Government production controls, and Gov- 
ernment marketing orders. Most of the present Government pro- 
grams function in our area, and we have seen their faults first hand. 
Many of the poultry and egg producers in the Southeast are in the 
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poultry industry today as a result of being pushed out of the produc- 
tion of cotton, peanuts, tobacco, and so forth, by present Government 
control programs. 

This industry produces a perishable product. It cannot. be bought 
up by the Government and stored for months while waiting for a 
market change. We often lose sight of the fact that when a com- 
modity is put into storage it must come out in the future onto the 
market or be dest royed. 

Senate bills S. 2516 and S. 1395 fail to answer many questions that 
should be answered before asking producers to vote. The bills, how- 
ever, do answer some questions, and it is these answers that concern 
us greatly. 

S. 2516 very plainly points out the following: 

To control the producer. 

Provides the Secretary with power to “set up the rules of the 
game.” 

Authorizes one man (the Secretary) to set up a committee to regu- 
late the entire industry. 

Provides for controlling the grade, quality, and conditions of the 
product. 

Provides for adding additional taxes on the producers for the pur- 
pose of paying the expenses to carry out such a complicated program. 

It requires the handlers of the commodities to collect this tax from 
the producers. 

It requires a producer to buy his permit to stay in business. 

Provides for a “policing” of the industry. 

Restricts producers and forces them to produce and function only 
at the direction of a few people rather than as a free individual in a 
free enterprise, taking advantage of experience, know-how, and ag- 
gressiveness. 

Provides for quotas on production. 

Provides for assessments (“tax” if you please) to be as high as 4 
percent annually. It has been estimated that 90 percent. of the tax 
collected would be used to administer and police the program. 

Provides for a program that would attempt to regulate prices re- 
ceived rather than letting the market seek its own level. 

Gives authorization to purchase the products and put in storage. 

Provides authority for the Secretary of Agriculture to punish pro- 
ducers by a fine, to take court action and to take away his right to 
produce on his own farm. 

We have seen more proposals for Government intervention in the 
poultry industry in the past 2 years than in all of the years before 
put together. During the past 2 years the Southeastern Poultry & 

ugg ¢ Associ ation has made known its oppositions to Government pro- 
grams. As of this date, the association has only received four letters 
from its members endorsing any kind of Government program. We 
are aware, however, of a ‘few scattering comments that something 
needs to be done. In talking with these few individuals, we learn 
that they too prefer an industry effort to solve the problems but are 
impatient. To emphasize the fact that the mass majority of the 
poultrymen do not want this kind of legislation for the Southeast, we 
do not know of any poultry organization in the Southeast that has 
endorsed S. 2516. 
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It is our hope that the poultrymen advocating Government controls 
will not succumb to the defeatism and lack of judgment demonstrated 
by some who too quickly are selling short the poultrymen’s abilities 
to solve their own problems. 

The poultry industry has always had some problems. These prob- 
lems are due some credit for the progress that has been made, because 
through efforts to solve the problems many new discoveries and ideas 
were born. Ideas that have paved the way to providing the con- 
sumer’s diet with the most wholesome and nutritional products that 
san be bought. It has made what was considered a part-time industry 
into an industry of “big” business and a way of life for thousands of 
farm families. . 

We thank you for providing time to industrymen to state their 
views and opinions. 

Senator McCarrny. I will have to answer a live quorum call. We 
will recess temporarily. 

(Whereupon a recess was taken. ) 

Senator McCarruy. The committee will come to order. How many 
do you have in your organization, and what areas of the country 
do you cover? 

Mr. Tankerstry. We cover 10 Southeastern States: Alabama, 
Georgia, Kentucky, North Carolina, South Carolina, Florida, Mis- 
sissippi, West Virginia, Virginia, and Tennessee. We have approxi- 
mately 600 farm members representing better than 10,000 farmers. 

Senator McCarriy. Are some of your members cooperatives or 
local unit organizations ? 

Mr. Tankerstey. Our membership varies from large companies 
down to small individual producers. 

Senator McCarruy. How do you proceed in your committee meet- 
ings to settle problems—do you try to work out some kind of agree- 
ment as to practice and procedure? 

Mr. 'TANKERSLEY. Our commodity committees that I referred to 
are made up of representatives from each State. These commodity 
committees, such as the broiler committee and the egg and turkey 
committees, attempt to go into the grassroots situation in each State 
and they report to our board of directors their findings and 
recommendations. 

Senator McCarruy. As to the action you are going to take on rec- 
ommendations—I assume it involves trying to control production or 
at least to keep it within reasonable bounds—how do you get this 
information back to your members? After you gather this informa- 
tion and discuss it, do you simply report the information or make 
recommendations? Is there some kind of agreement on that? 

Mr. Tankerstey. We report the findings and recommendations. 
No recommendations are made as to controls except those that concern 
the individual’s own operations. 

Senator McCarrny. It is entirely voluntary? 

Mr. Tanxerstey. Yes. 

Senator McCarruy. You gather the facts and present them to 
your membership, and you assume that they will make a rational 
adjustment ? 

Mr. Tanxerstry. That is right. 

Senator McCarruy. Does it seem to work out 2 
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Mr. Tankerstry. That is the way we handle it. 

Senator McCarruy. I have one or two more questions. You stated 
that Government control programs tend to push the small farmer 
out of business, What do you have to substantiate that statement? 

Mr. Tanxerstey. I come from Georgia. I have first-hand informa- 
tion in Georgia and some of the other States. The cotton producer 
acreage control, particularly, in south Georgia forced the small cotton- 
grower out of business. He had to compete with the large mechanized 
farms. Consequently, he turned to raising poultry as a source of 
income. His acreage was too small to make an adequate living grow- 
ing cotton. 

Senator McCarruy. Do you think he would have been forced out 
of business even if we did not have these Government programs ? 

Mr. Tanxerstry. That I do not know. 

Senator McCarruy. My question was as to whether or not Gov- 
ernment programs really accelerated pushing him out of business, 
and I wanted to know the basis for your statement. 

Mr. Tanxerstry. I might say that it was based on his decreased 
acreage allotment, that he felt that he could not compete with the 
large mechanized farms in growing cotton, and he turned to some 
other source of cash income. 

Senator McCarruy. And it pushed him into the poultry business? 

Mr. TANKERSLEY. Yes. 

Senator McCarruy. And he is still competing with big business? 

Mr. TanKerstey. Yes, it is big business. 

Senator McCartuy. Thank you. We will now hear the testimony 
of those who are with you. 

Mr. Tanxerstey. If it is your pleasure, Mr. Ford has a_ brief 
statement. 

Senator McCartuy. Very well, we will hear from him. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD FORD, VICE PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATED 
POULTRY AND EGG INDUSTRIES, DECATUR, GA. 


Mr. Forp. I am Harold Ford, vice president of the Associated 
Poultry and Egg Industries with headquarters at Mt. Morris, Ill. 
Associated Poultry and Egg Industries is an association of national 
and regional trade associations from the poultry and egg industry. 
Members of Associated include the follow’ ing associations: American 
Poultry Breeders Association, American Poultry & Hatchery Federa- 
tion, Institute of American Poultry Industries, ‘Northeastern Poultry 

Producers Council, National Poultry Producers Federation, National 
Poultry Butter & Egg Association, National Turkey Federation, Pa- 
cific Dairy and Poultry Association, Southeastern Poultry and Egg 
Association, Southwestern Poultry and Egg Association. 

At a meeting of Associated held Friday, Febr uary 12, 1960, in 
Kansas City, Mo., the group was unanimous in opposing enactment 
of S. 2516, a bill that would seemingly, directly or indirectly impose 
Government controls or restrictions upon the production or market- 
ing of products of the poultry and egg industry. 

‘Associated adheres to the basic principle of free enterprise and the 
free market system upon which this Nation was founded and by which 
supply and demand are the ultimate determinants of market. price. 
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Associated believes that the present major problems in the poultry 
and egg industry can be solved by poultrymen of the industry work- 
ing through their recognized associations. 

Tt is our request that members of this subcommittee oppose the en- 
actment of S. 2516. 

Senator McCartrny. Thank you, Mr. Ford. I understand that Mr. 
Durbin and Mr. Thomas wish to present statements. I have no 
objection to your simply submitting them for the record, but if you 
wish to present them or ally, that will be agreeable. 

Mr. Dursin, Jr. If it is your pleasure, we will submit our state- 
ments without reading them. 

Senator McCartuy. And if you have some additional comments, 
we will place them following the material of Mr. Tankersley. 

Mr. Dursiy, Jr. I do not have any remarks in addition to the 
printed report. Perhaps Mr. Thomas might. 

Mr. Tuomas. I will submit my report, and I do not have any addi- 
tional remarks. 


Senator McCartuy. Your statements will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 


STATEMENT FILED BY MARSHALL DurRBIN, JR., CHAIRMAN, SOUTHEASTERN PROc- 
ESSORS COUNCIL, BIRMINGHAM, ALA, 


Mr. Chairman, distinguished Members of the Senate, I am present today to 
respectfully plead that you reject S. 2516 and any other legislation designed 
to place production and/or marketing controls on the poultry industry. 

The poultry industry in general and the broiler industry in part.cular has 
undergone a spectacular growth since World War II, an expansion that is 
unprecedented in the agricultural economic history of the world. Quite naturally 
we have experienced and are experiencing some growing pains. It has not been 
an easy matter nor should we expect growth and expansion to be easy. The 
transition from immaturity to maturity is never an easy one. The broiler 
industry is now about 19 years old, and we are in the painful stages of passing 
from adolescence to maturity. 

These growing pains do not signify that the broiler industry is on the 
threshold of ruin. The growth of our industry has been through the blood, 
sweat and tears of the people of the industry. It has not been easy. But the 
majority of the broiler industry has never asked for help from the Government. 
On the contrary, we have continually resisted governmental interference. Not 
everyone has made the grade. Nor will everyone make the grade. Many of the 
inefficient operators, many of those who refused to recognize the changing 
economic laws, those who have resisted progress—these people have dropped 
out. Some by choice, some by necessity. And as long as there are operators 
of this type in the poultry industry or any other industry there will be casualties. 
This does not mean that legislation should be passed to keep people in the 
poultry business any more than legislation should be passed to keep people in 
any business or in politics. 

Nor should legislation be passed to keep people out of the poultry business. 
Or to keep them from expanding their business. As an analogy, suppose a law 
was passed freezing the position of everyone in politics in their present position 
because there were too many politicians or because too many politicians were 
losing elections. There are going to be casualties in any type of business. 

Not only has the broiler industry grown and expanded without the help of the 
Federal Government; the poultry industry is one of the best supporters of grain 
prices in the country. In 1959 the poultry industry used 468,700,000 bushels of 
corn and 250,492,000 bushels of soybeans. If poultry had not eaten this grain, 
and the Government had brought it in at the support prices of $1.12 on corn 
and $1.85 on soybeans, the cost to the American taxpayer would have been 
$913,314,000.* 





2 Quantities and prices obtained from American Feed Manufacturer’s Association. 
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The broiler industry in its growth has provided the American people with an 
abundance of delicious high protein meat at a very reasonable cost. The broiler 
chicken has been changed from a Sunday luxury at some 60 to 70 cents per pound 
to an everyday staple meat at some 35 cents per pound. 

The industry has been able to do this by plowing back money into research and 
development and by sound management techniques, by developing more efficient 
feeds and more efficient processing and marketing techniques. A bill of this 
type will, by its very nature, restrict research and development and disrupt our 
efficient system of marketing. The development program to produce a new 
strain of breeder stock must begin 5 years before the first chick is ever put in a 
house. This type program costs a great deal of money. New feeds must be tested 
time and time again both in the laboratory and in the field before it can be 
marketed. The development of new processing equipment and techniques are 
long drawn out and expensive matters. The segments of the industry that are 
responsible for this research are not going to invest their money if the industry 
is shackled with the uncertainty of a control bill. 

At the same time that the industry has given the consuming public more of a 
better product, at a lower cost—we have continually raised the gross income to 
the Nation’s farmers, from about $300 million in 1940 to approximately $850 
million in 1959. 

In addition to increasing the farmer's income, the broiler industry has made 
self-respecting, independent businessmen of thousands of farmers who had there- 
tofore been slaves to the market of the goods that they produced. There are 
men who are engaged in contract poultry farming in my home State of Alahama 
who have been able to build new houses and send their children to college on 
the income they derived from contract poultry farming alone. The contract sys- 
tem has given the producers a guaranteed cash income. He knows when he 
puts broilers in his house within a few dollars of what he is going to receive 
for them. He signs a contract with a feed dealer that guarantees him so much 
income. 

No governmental agency has been able to do this for the American farmer. 
All of the price supports cannot prevent rain or drought or blight from destroy- 
ing a man’s crop. In fact, the reason that broiler production has expanded so 
rapidly in my section of the country, is that the Government through its con- 
tinual reduction allotments on cotton have put the farmers out of the cotton 
business. They have had to turn to some other source of income. They turned 
to poultry. The farmers in my section of the country like the contract arrange- 
ment. There are hundreds of farmers who would like to build poultry houses 
on their farms if the banks had the money available. This system of farming 
has kept thousands of families on the farm that could not have stayed other- 
wise. Processing plants have provided jobs for many thousands of other rural 
people. In many families the man works in the plant and the wife looks after 
the chickens. 

The broiler chicken has to compete with all other items in the meat market 
for its share of the consumer’s dollar. The prices of the competition has its 
effect on the price of broilers. S. 2615 would authorize a maximum assessment 
of 4 percent on the producer. This increase in production cost would eventually 
be paid by the consuming public. A 4 percent increase in price based on Mon- 
day’s market would probably raise the retail price 2 cents per pound. 

The broiler industry has, through its mass production techniques, evolved 
an extremely efficient svstem of production and marketing to the terminal mar- 
ket. The provision of this bill to provide for exemptions, if the producer is small 
enough, will destroy the efficiency of our system. In the Southeast today the 
average size of broiler flocks is about 7,000. The average plant has capacity to 
process about 50,000 birds a day. Think who would happen to the processing 
plant’s cost of securing its raw material, if the broilers had to be picked up in 
lots of 100 and 200. The price of broilers to the consumer would quite possibly 
double. 

S. 2516 assumes that the Secretary of Agriculture or the Secretary working 
with a relatively small group of producers is wise enough to determine how 
much poultry can be produced at a profit but still maintain reasonable prices to 
the consumer. We think that this assumption makes an unworkable arrange- 
ment. The decisions as to how many broilers are going to be produced must 


2 USDA Crop Reporting Service, and agricultural statistics, preliminary figures for 1959. 
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be made well over a year before the first broiler goes to the market. An at- 
tempt to liquidate breeder hens and hatching eggs after the production cycle had 
begun would create havoe. Poultry does not adapt too well to storage. Trying 
to store large quantities of broilers for extended periods of time would be most 
difficult if not impossible. 

If the quotas are set too low, the public suffers by higher prices and the in- 
dustry would lose customers to the competition. 

The broiler industry has expanded every year since the early 1940’s. The 
indications now, as we see them, are that it will continue to expand in 1960. 

The southeastern processors respectfully contend that a control bill is un- 
needed, unwarranted, unwanted, and in the long run will be detrimental to the 
consuming public as well as to destroy a great section of this country’s agricul- 
tural and industrial community. 

The Southeastern Processors Council appreciates the privilege of being per- 
nitted to testify at this hearing. Thank you. 


STATEMENT FILED BY PAUL G. THOMAS, SUMTER, 8S. C. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am grateful for the privilege 
of appearing before you. I am Paul G. Thomas of Sumter, 8.C. I am a tur- 
key producer, having started at a very young age in a very small way in 1918. 
Through the years I have gradually, and step by step under a free enterprise 
non-Government controlled system, increased by operations until now I grow 
150,000 turkeys yearly, keep about 12,000 turkey breeder hens, operate a 140,000 
turkey egg capacity hatchery, and sell the eggs and poults produced over and 
above the 150,000 poults I keep for my own growing operation. I also own 
and operate a turkey processing and cold storage plant where I process, freeze, 
store, and market my ready-to-cook turkeys under my own brand name. 

In addition to my personal business of producing turkeys all the way from 
the breeder hen through the egg to the ready-to-cook turkey, I have taken an 
active prat and interest in the whole poultry industry through a numer of its 
organizations. I have served as president of the South Carolina Turkey Fed- 
eration and director to the National Turkey Federation, president in 1954 of the 
Four-State Dixie Poultry Exposition, president in 1958 of the Ten-State South- 
eastern Poultry & Egg Association, elected four times to serve 11 years on its 
board of directors, chairman of its turkey committee at one time, and still a 
member of this turkey committee (and I speak the views of this committee), 
member of the executive committee for four years. At present I am president of 
the National Poultry Producers Council. 

While I do not claim to speak the thinking and views of each and every 
mmeber of these various poultry organizations of which T have been and still 
am closely associated, I am firmly convinced that I do speak the thinking and 
views of the vast majority of the members of most of these organizations. 

We are opposed to the enactment of Senate bill S. 2516, known as the “Na- 
tional Poultry Stabilization Act”, and Senate bill S. 1895 known as the “Na- 
tional Turkey Enabling Act”, which we understand is also being considered by 
this committee, for a number of reasons, only a few of which I will list as 
follows: 

I. We do not believe these bills represent the thinking and wishes of the vast 
majority of the poultrymen of this entire country. My many years experience in 
the associations listed above, and my presonal contacts with thousands of fel- 
low poultrymen from all over the entire United States clearly indicate to me 
that they do not want the provisions of these bills imposed upon them. 

IT. The provisions of these bills are in direct conflict with our belief in the 
basic economic laws of supply and demand. We admit we have had and do have 
economic problems in our entire poultry industry, but we also believe that 
through, and only through, free enterprise and the operation of the basic laws of 
supply and demand will we be able to work out these problems on a sound, 
fair, and lasting basis. 

We believe the economic problems we have can be and will be solved by 
gradual adjustment within our industry to realistic pricing and effective mer- 
chandising. In this manner the most efficient operators and the more economic 
areas will emerge as the producers of poultry, eggs, and turkeys, at lower and 
lower prices but with high and higher quality, all to the benefit of the consumer. 
Even under Government supported prices or quotas the inefficient operators and 
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the less economic areas would eventually have to get out. These bills would only 
delay their exit. In the meantime, they would slow down progress in our in- 
dustry, raise the unit production cost resulting in lost markets to other protein 
producers and terriffic loss of “industry vigor and know-how.” 

Cutbacks and shrinkage in production would occur, leaving a void where red 
meats and other protein foods would move in and take up where poultry stepped 
out. Total net income to our poultry producers would most likely shrink be- 
“ause, as our costs would rise our markets would shrink and we would sell less 
and less. The American consuming public would merely substitute red meats 
and other protein foods and go its merry way forgetting its once high consump- 
tion rate of poultry, eggs, and turkeys. 

III. We oppose these bills on the grounds of worldwide human considerations. 
About two-thirds of the world’s population go to bed hungry every night. Our 
American poultry industry, under free enterprise, has used and applied scientific 
and technical developments to decrease cost of production and improve quality 
more so than most other phases of agriculture until now poultry and poultry by- 
products are among the most economical and wholesome protein foods available. 
Our product is conducive to worldwide distribution limited only by the lack of 
sufficient refrigeration in some hungry areas. 

Why stop progress in an industry that is well on its way to relieving much of 
today’s starvation scattered over the world? 

Feeding of our mounting grain surpluses to our poultry and exporting this 
poultry and poultry products to needy areas has great possibilities—perhaps 
even greater benefits both to the receivers and to our country than our present 
give-a-way programs. 

But, basically, we feel a way should be found to distribute this poultry we 
are so capable of producing in abundance to those needing food rather than 
trying to stop or reduce production of it. Let us not go backwards in our 
“know-how” in producing world-needed food. 

IV. We are also opposed to these bills because of the apparent impracticability 
and high cost of administration. S. 2516 provides for a possible assessment 
on industry of up to 4 percent of total gross sales just for administration. I 
believe most of us would be happy with a 2 percent profit on our total sales. 
Poultry of some kind covered by these bills is grown in almost every nook and 
corner of this country—and by many thousands of individuals. 

Our products are highly perishable and costly to store. We would find a very 
different problem here than we have found with the feed and food grains. Poul- 
try products have to move fast and any delay usually incurred with Goevrnment- 
administered programs would defeat the purpose of the program. 

V. We are opposed to these bills because we ourselves cannot honestly examine 
the long history of other Government farm programs, piled on top of each other, 
and arrive at the conclusion that they have in any way solved the problem they 
were designed to solve, nor can we see yet that they are pointing in the direction 
of a solution, even after 27 years of experimentation. 

Does not history and experience tell us not to embark on Government control 
programs for poultry, eggs. and turkeys? 

Gentlemen, there are many other reasons for opposing these two bills—S. 2516 
and S. 1895—but why not let a growing and dynamic industry alone so it can 
develop on the soundest basis possible—that of the laws of supply and demand, 
of individual initiative and ambition, competition, efficiency, free enterprise, and 
personal “know-how.” Let each of us have “equality of opportunity” instead 
of holding back the industry with the principle of “equality of reward.” 

We, therefore, respectfully urge you to oppose the passage of these bills. 

Thank you very much for your time and attention. 

PavuL G. THOMAS. 

Sumter, S.C. 


Senator McCarrny. The next witness is Mr. Jerome Taub, presi- 
dent of the U.S. Poultry & Egg Producers Association of Bound 
Brook, N.J. 
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STATEMENT OF JEROME TAUB, PRESIDENT, U.S. POULTRY & EGG 
PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, BOUND BROOK, N.J. 


Mr. Tavs. Mr. Chairman, my name is Jerome Taub. I operate a 
poultry farm of 8,000 capacity and a hatchery near Bound Brook, 
N.J. 

L am president of the U.S. Poultry & Egg Producers Association 
with headquarters at 1700 K Street NW % W rashington, D.C. 

It is difficult to put into words the intense and dire need for the 
legislation we are considering today, S. 2516. In my travels about the 
country I have seen the chaotic, horrible conditions which exist today. 
As a result of Mr. Benson’s theories of freedom and adjustment 
through bankruptcy, poultrymen are losing their farms, their sav- 
ings, everything because of a small surplus of eggs on the market 
which continues to depress egg prices. 

Poultrymen in my home area of New Jersey are receiving about 
30 cents a dozen for their large white eggs. Their cost of production 
is at least 35 to 40 cents without figuring anything for a decent living 
standard for the poultrymen and their families. I have visited other 
areas of the country where prices received by poultrymen range from 
20 cents per dozen up to 30 cents. Hardly a living wage. 

The situation in the broiler industry is just as chaotic. The grower 
is constantly going through periods of “boom and bust,” usually end- 
ing up with a lower price each year, and exhortations to be more effi- 
cient and produce better quality. 

What is the answer to all these problems? How can we put the 
poultryman back on his feet and adjust conditions so he can earn a 
decent living for himself and his family? One giant step in that di- 
rection would be taken with the passage of the National Poultry Sta- 
bilization Act, S. 2516; because all that is needed in the poultry indus- 
try is some means of adjusting supply to demand. A slight cutback, 
or even possibly only holding the line and preventing unneeded ex- 
pansion with a vigorous promotion program to increase consumption 
would put the poultry industry back on its feet. This could be ac- 
complished through the enactment of S. 2516. 

The U.S. Poultry & Egg Producers Association supports the con- 
—- of en: abling legislation as embodied in the National Poultry Sta- 

bilization Act because we feel it will give producers the “tools” to work 
out their own problems; it empowers producers to work with the 
Secretary of Agriculture to develop proper programs; it allows com- 
plete freedom of activity and it prevents exploitation and preserves 
the principles of democracy. 

Those who oppose the act refer to socialism and loss of freedom. 
If I may quote Senator Humphrey, who said, “The best way to prevent 
socialism or communism is to keep small businessmen and farmers 
numerous, healthy, and prosperous.” 

I agree fully with this concept. One of the best ways in which 
to accomplish it will be the passage of the National Poultry Stabiliza- 
tion Act. 

Thank you. 

Senator McCarthy, I would like to make a few comments on the 
immediate situation, on some of the testimony that has gone before. 

Senator McCarruy. Very well. 
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Mr. Tavs. Mr. Hermon Miller of the Department of Agriculture, 
said, hold tight, things will be better pretty soon, do not give up the 
ship, and rah rah for us, with his usual drone. I think it has been 
suggested before. I think that if we could change the price of some 
of these men’s salaries to the price of eggs and poultry products, per- 
haps then they would be more interested in seeing producers make a 
living rather than just accepting cheap food prices. 

It is unfortunate that the poultry farmer and other farmers in this 
country are being made the goat, the ones who have to hold back 
inflation. 

If farmers were given a fair deal and shake in the economy then 
they, too, would be able to share in the prosperity that we have today. 

There i is, also, an intent and terrible need for immediate help. There 
are bankruptcies every day. Many farmers are losing everything 
they have—their farms, their savings, everything they own. 

Our association is on record as favoring some immediate help to 
keep these people on their farms. We w ould like to see Government 
purchase of laying fowls which is a much more sensible program than 
just buying dried eggs, because it cuts off the production of eggs at 
the source, rather than continually trying to pass off the surplus. 

We would like to see a mortgage moratorium to prevent. bank- 
ruptcies that are going on today and to keep farmers on the farms 
where they belong. 

We would like to see long-term emergency loans with 3 percent in- 
terest rate and, at least, a 7-year repayment period, such as was ex- 
tended to the cranberry growers after their recent fiasco. 

This would allow farmers to stay on their farms, and it would allow 
them to raise new stock, because as conditions are today everybody is 
broke, and there is no money available to raise chicks, there is no money 
available to replenish the flocks they have. 

Most people do not see how they can possibly go on. 

We would like to see an allocation of funds for local shell egg pur- 
chase, rather than dried eggs as is being done today by the Department 
of Agriculture. This whole dried egg procedure is a very peculiar 
setup. The Department of Agriculture says that they will buy dried 
eggs as long as the market stays in a depressed condition. Therefore, 
the people who produced dried eggs say, “Well, we better keep the 
market in a depressed condition, so that we can continue to sell dried 
eggs to the Government, because if it goes up, the Government will stop 
buying from us and we will not make any money on it.’ 

These driers are, certainly, in a position to manipulate the egg mar- 
ket through dumping eggs on the fresh egg market and the future 
markets. Therefore. they tend to keep the price down, so that they can 
continue to sell dried eggs, as the U.S. Department of Agriculture buys 
these eggs at an advanced bid price and the driers try to make their 
bid as low as possible in order to get the business from the Department. 

Next, in order to be able to make as much money on these eggs as 
— they will, also, try to keep the market down so that they can 

uy the eggs cheaply and make as much profit as possible. 

We feel all of this could be greatly improved if the money were given 
to something like a local school board, and this local school board was 
allowed to buy the eggs in their local area in shell form, rather than 
having to buy this dry form from some of the larger driers. 
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Some of the testimony that has gone before has come from groups, 
such as the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association who say that the 
producers in their areas are opposed to any form of controls. I would 
Fike to say that I do not believe that this is true. We have interviewed 
a great many producers in the Southeast and we find them overwhelm- 
ingly i in favor of some sort of control program whereby they can con- 
tinue to make a living, and whereby they are not treated as slave labor 
by most of the large integrators. 

I do not believe that the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association 
represents the producers. They represent allied industries, the feed 
companies, the hatcheries and so forth, but they do not represent the 
producers. 

To give you an example, their commodity committee was appointed 
to consider the problem of imposing production controls or Govern- 
ment controls, and this commodity committee was composed, as far as 
IT could see, of feedmen, hatcherymen, integrators. They wrote to about 
a dozen people and out of the dozen I believe 10 had opinions that were 
very well known to be in opposition to any form of Government pro- 
gram, and then they took the advice of these men, that was given to 
them, and publicized it widely, as a means toward a sound industry in 
the future without Government controls. They knew exactly what 
answers they were going to get from these people. And they just did 
it as a matter of course to make some capital from it. 

Someone made some comments about the cotton growers. I do not 
believe that the cotton growers were forced out of business by the 
allotments and that they went into the poultry business becau:e of 
that. They gave up their allotments because they felt that they could 
make more money in the poultry business than they could in the cot- 
ton business—that is all, And ‘they gave up their allotments. And 
these allotments went to other States like California. And now these 
people who have entered the poultry business are just as sorry that 
they are in the poultry business as they were when they were in the 
cotton business. They do not know what to do with the poultry 
business. 

In conclusion, I would like to read an editorial from the Philadel- 
phia Evening Bulletin which shows the condition the poultry in- 
dustry is in today. It is entitled, “Trying Strong Medicine.” And 
it states: 

The principle that grave illnesses call for strong medicines—or even a witch 
doctor—seems to underlie the invitation by 1,000 South Jersey egg farmers to 
James R. Hoffa. 

The egg men, who are no more teamsters than they are carpenters, have 
asked Hoffa to organize them within his much criticized Teamsters Union. They 
explain why forthrightly. They are in trouble—bad trouble. They want the 
toughest help they can get. They chose Hoffa as the toughest organizer in sight. 

The Teamsters boss, naturally, is delighted to oblige. It means an extension 
of his empire, and that is the thing which will worry those who regard Hoffa as 
the symbol of the wrong kind of unionism. From the poultrymen’s view, this 
is less important than their sickness. Their industry is facing its third recession 
in 4 years. More than 1,000 New Jersey egg producers were forced out of busi- 
ness in 1959 alone. The survivors are in a cost-price squeeze in which a dozen 
eggs produced for 35 cents has to be sold for 28 cents. 

The ability of Hoffa to cure this malady may be questioned, but the fact re- 
mains that the other doctors—the assorted government bureaus, the balances 
of the supposedly free market—have not. In appealing to a new medicine man 
they are demonstrating that a patient will try anything if he’s sick enough. Even 
to running the risk that the cure will be worse than the disease. 
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1 bring that in to show how desperate these people are. They have 
come to their State governments for help—they have come to their 
Federal Government for help. Now they are going to the Teamsters 
Union for help. Whether he will be able to help them we will have 
to wait and see, but I do not think that they can be criticized for try- 
ing to do it, because nobody else has helped them. 

Senator McCarruy. Would you say that is the order of despera- 
tion, from the State government to the Federal Government to Hoffa? 

Mr. Tavn. I think that was the order of evolution or what have 
you. I do not know that that would be the order of desperation. 

Senator McCarruy. Thank you very much, Mr. Taub. 

Mr. Tavs. Thank you. 

Senator McCarruy. Our next witness is Mrs. E. M. Weiner of the 
Farm Research and Legislative Committee of Vista, Calif. 

We shall be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. EVA WEINER, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
POULTRY COORDINATOR, CALIFORNIA FARM RESEARCH AND 
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, VISTA, CALIF. 


Mrs. Werner. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a few comments 
that were provoked by previous testimony before L present my state- 
ment. 

The Weiners are producers and producers alone. We have no mill; 
we have no processing plant; we have no hatchery; we have no dis- 
tribution operation. W e either make it or break it on the price of the 
egg alone. 

If we show a loss in the production of eggs, we show a loss. There 
is nothing else to take it up. 

[ am a little bit disturbed that I am supposed to accept the leader- 
ship of the Associated Poultry and Egg Industry which is an organi- 
zation of distributors and processors, “primarily. Our interests are 
directly opposed. 

We want to sell as high as we can; they want to buy as cheaply as 
they can. 

And for them to pretend to represent us is a little bit unfair. 

I want to add one more point, and then I will go to my prepared 
statement. 

With all due respect to Mr. Hermon Miller, we met with him last 
year when our prices were a little bit worse than they are now, and his 
answer was, “I have a good job, I like my job, and I intend to keep it.’ 

I have a good job and I like it. I just want to make a living at it. 
I am not assured any salary; in fact, there is no way of covering a 
loss that we had last year. 

So I feel that these people have to qualify the position from which 
they look at our problem. We are the ones that are hurting, and do 
not tell us that it isnot bad enough. We know that it is. 

Tam Mrs. Eva Weiner. Due to urban expansion, our rural route 
address has recently been changed to 2322 Bautista Avenue, Vista, 
Calif. Our family attempts to derive our livelihood from the com- 
mercial production of table eggs. 
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In addition to my chores on the farm, I serve as secretary of the 
Palomar Poultry Cooperative, Inc. As the southern California poul- 
try coordinator for the California Farm Research and Legislative 
Commitiee, I work with many poultrymen and their organizations in 
southern California. I am also privileged to be able to serve as an 
officer of the U.S. Poultry and Egg Producers Association. 

Our industry today is suffering from more of a supply of our com- 
modities than the public consumes. I believe that this overproduction 
is planned. Nonfarmer interests have entered into poultry produc- 
tion without regard for the supply-demand situation. Not too long 
ago, the Wall Street Journal featured a story under the heading of 
“Ko@ Scramble,” Volume LXII, No. 23, describing a major mill— 
plunging into the egg business with an investment of nearly $1 million in lay- 
ing hens. 

The article states that this one installation will be receiving about 
360,000 eggs daily. 

The experimental program—aimed mainly at boosting use of the firm’s 
poultry feeds—will gradually be extended to other areas— 
the story states. Obviously, this mill, and the others indulging in 
this practice, are willing to produce poultry and poultry products at 
a loss to guarantee a substantial profit on the milling of feed. 

We do not have that mill, and that is why we are suffering a loss. 

The average family-sized poultry farmer does not have a mill, 
or for that matter any other phase of the industry, to take up his 
losses. He either makes his living on the production of his com- 
modity or goes broke. When he is competing with interests not con- 
cerned with a profit in the production, he is indeed fighting over- 
whelming odds. 

The results of such unfair competition is the elimination of the 
independent family farmer. While some authorities contend that 
farming is no longer a way of life, the casualties of this planned 
overproduction are many. One of our neighbors recently liquidated 
his farm—unable to continue. He sold 14-week-old pullets, almost 
ready to go into production, for 50 cents each. As baby chicks they 
cost approximately 40 cents each, then the additional cost of feed, 
heat, vaccinations, and other costs, he sold them at this price with 
one condition—*Take them off my farm before I have to order another 
load of feed.” 

Another family-sized operation, which produced 131,460 dozen eggs 
last year, received $38,578.59 for this amount of eggs. However, 
his costs, including feed, baby chicks, vaccines and medication, inter- 
est, taxes, and depreciation, but not including the owner’s labor, 
amounted to $40,287.63. A loss of $1,711.04 instead of a reasonable 
return on his investment and something for his own 7-days-a-week 
labor. 

Another poultryman, with a larger flock, marketed 360,977 dozen 
eggs during 1959. This particular man maintained an average rate 
of lay per hen at 243 eggs per year. Certainly this is not a marginal 
or inefficient producer. His cost of production per dozen eggs was 
3314 cents. He allowed 1.7 cents per dozen for family labor. The 
average price received during the year by this farmer was 29 eents: 
per dozen, or a loss of 414 cents per dozen. 
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Year after year this type of increasing costs and decreasing price 
results in many independent family farmers being forced out. While 
some insist that agri-business is taking over and there is no longer a 
place for the family farmer, I am convinced that farming is still a 
way of life, a bulwark in our democratic way of life, and must be 
perpetuated. 

Several solutions have been offered to this problem. The Poultry- 
man of Friday, November 27, 1959, on page 2, under a Washington 
dateline, offers one solution— 

The Agriculture Department suggests that poultrymen freeze and store excess 
chickens from their flocks for personal use. 

Even if it were possible, just who would freeze and consume the 
excess hens in an installation like the one described by the Wall Street 
Journal ? 

Another solution, offered as far back as 1954, is the process of 
separating the “men from the boys,” or allowing the marginal or 
inefficient producer to go broke. I firmly believe that all producers 
who have managed to remain in production until today must be 
top-notch managers and extremely efficient farmers. No poultry 
installation remains idle long, even after the owner is forced out. 
Someone is always ready to put the equipment back into use, dis- 
regarding the market situation, but because they are either primarily 
interested in baby chick sales, feed manufacturing, or processing and 
distribution. If this process continues unchecked, all independent 
farmers will be displaced. 

The third offered solution is the best. I refer to the enactment into 
law of the National Poultry Stabilization Act. This legislation gives 
the farmer the machinery for solving his own problems, at no cost to 
the taxpayer and the Government. The industry could unite under 
the leadership of a National Advisory Committee, primarily produc- 
ers, responsible for working out a feasible program to correlate supply 
with demand, to work toward i improved demand, and to offer the tone 
of firmness now so sadly lacking from our market. This producer- 
financed program might even help the producer earn enough so that 
he can return to the ranks of those paying an income tax. 

The benefit to the consumer is a major consideration. Enactment of 
the National Poultry Stabilization Act would result in a stable supply 
of high quality poultry and eggs at a fair price because they are pro- 
duced and marketed in a competitive atmosphere. Otherwise, the 
control of our industry could drift into the hands of a few national 
firms with the consumer paying an administered price. 

The decision before us is basic. Does our economy have room for 
the small, independent farm operator? This type farmer is suffering 
not because of his own inefficiency, but rather because he stands in 
the way of those interested in est: tblishing a concentrated control over 
our Nation’s food supply. 

More and more poultry farmers are turning their hopes to this type 
of enabling legislation for the solution to their problems. Poultrymen 
want to pay their own way to stabilize their industry. A major farm 
organization, in their desire to determine what their poultry members 
do want in legislation, conducted a mail poll in two major poultry 
producing counties in our State. Both counties voted emphatically to 
support the National Poultr y Stabilization Act. I venture to say that 
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if this poll were conducted among all poultrymen in these counties, 
it would show even greater support for S. 2516. I have several letters 
from members and oflicers of the organization which conducted these 
polls, which I will leave with you. 

Poultrymen are seeking answers to their many questions. We fail 
to understand why, if supply and demand truly determine our price, 
then with a shorter supply now than last year why is our price lower ? 
The Poultry and Egg Situation, published by the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, shows a drop 
in egg production starting with October last from the previous year. 
Yet our prices during October of 1959 were as much as 10 cents per 
dozen lower than in 1958. November of 1959 we had 4 percent less 
eggs nationally than November of 1958, and our egg prices were about 
12 cents lower per dozen. The same is true for Dec ember and January. 
Obviously, the law of supply and demand is not working for the benefit 
of the poultry producer. 

Poultrymen value their freedom, but freedom can thrive only on 
economic security. More and more poultrymen in Southern Califor- 
nia are turning their hopes for this freedom and security to Congress 
for the enactment of S. 2516. Our California Board of Agriculture 
and Department of Agriculture have served our industry well, within 
the State, but this is a national problem and can only be solved on a 
national basis. We feel that S. 2516 will help us remain free and in- 
dependent and still be able to earn a living from our investment in 
poultry. We do not seek compensation for producing or not. produe- 
Ing, we simply seek the means of giving the producer a voice in the 
industry, and giving the producer the machinery for stabilizing his 
market, and at his own expense. 

The California Farm Research and Legislative Committee actively 
supports this act. My own cooperative, “Palomar Poultry Coopera- 
tive, Inc., in membership meeting assembled on February 16 of this 
year reaffirmed its support, by unanimous vote, for the National 
Poultry Stabilization Act. 

The Orange County Poultry and Egg Producers Association also 
reaffirmed their support for this measure. 

While I am not representing the following organizations, it is a 
mater of public record that San Gabriel Valley Poultry C enter, Farm 
Bureau; Ontario-Upland Poultry Center, Farm Bureau; San Ber- 
nardino County Poultry Department, Farm Bureau: Riverside ( County 
Poultry Department, Farm Bureau, all voted their support for the 
National Poultry Stabilization Act. The list of supporting producer 
organizations is growing. I am sure that you have received letters 
from many of these org anizations. 

Personally, allow me to add just one thought. I urge all h: aste in 
passage of S. 2516. I fear that we will not be able to maintain our 
farm if we are subjected to another year like last. Your quick action 
will be appreciated, so that we will still be farmers to benefit from the 
results of stabilization. 

Thank you. 

Senator McCarruy. Thank you very much, Mrs. Weiner. 

I have just one question. Is it your opinion that production in an 
operation such as yours, a family-type operation, is really more effi- 
cient than other forms of poultry production, such as by the large 
organizations? 
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Mrs. Wervxer. I feel that the family farm, from the production 
standpoint, is more efficient, but I feel that those who have gone into 
production, who are not farmers, are not concerned with efficiency in 
production—they have too many other operations to make it up. 

Senator McCarruy. The problem, then is unrelated to the efficiency 
of production ¢ 

Mrs. Werner. I agree with that. 

Senator McCarruy. And there are other problems ? 

Mrs. Weiner. Yes, sir. I havea few letters from poultry producers 
in our area which, with your permission, I would like to introduce 
into the record. 

Senator McCarruy. They may be put into the record at this point. 
I thank you very much. 

Mrs. Wetner. Thank you. 

(The letters referred to above are as follows :) 

Vista, Cauir., February 23, 1960. 

DrAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I joined the San Diego “poultry cost study” in 1959 
to see why I could no longer make a “living” in the poultry business (as I had 
Since 1941). 

Now I know it is because egg prices are too low. I am endorsing a copy of 
my own cost study breakdown per dozen eggs produced by the flock. 

I had good production—243 eggs per hen—especially for a larger flock. Fur- 
ther because of volume of eggs I received about 1 cent per dozen over most egg 
producers; namely, 4 cents under the Los Angeles market instead of 5 cents 
under. 

Still, as I want to emphasize, my 29 cent price received per dozen was under 
the “winner” of the cost study by 5 cents per dozen. Obviously he sold a lot 
of eggs retail—which few producers can do, 

Had I been able to get 5 cents per dozen more, it would have meant $18,131.35 
more income to me. No wonder he “won” the “cost study.” He had a flock 
under 4,000 hens as did most of the other “participants” in the study. 

Out of the 40 “participants” 30 received egg prices above my 29 cents per 
dozen, and anyone who did this had to have various degrees of retail sales. 

The top price reported was 36.5 cents per dozen—the man in fourth place. 

I feel that “cost studies” that use and allow producers to report retail egg 
prices don’t show a true picture of a commercial poultry operation which has to 
sell wholesale. Actually the price I received should have been the highest in 
the study as I had no small or “peewee” eggs to sell from July on. I only 
brooded one lot of chicks in January (could not buy the May and September 
lots). 

In spite of three-fourts of the “participants” in the “study” reporting retail 
egg prices, the average income for all 40 “participants” was 33 cents per dozen, 
or at 20 dozen eggs per hen, per year, about $1.65 per dozen—and this was 
achieved only because of much retail egg sales from small flocks probably 
situated near large housing tracts. Would you want to care for a flock of 
hens, and the young, 7 days per week for a possible profit—if all went well 
(no disease, heat losses, etc.) of 38 cents per hen? And, of course, you would 
have to run a “retail route” in your spare time to do even this. Probably the 
wife did this in many cases so two people worked to make this meager profit. 

In his letter accompanying the cost study report the farm adviser here stated: 
“It is not expected that any dramatic increase in the efficiency of egg produc- 
tion will occur in the immediate future. These high standards of results may 
be considered as a goal to attain and maintain. 

“The report cannot be considered as representative of the poultry industry in 
San Diego County.” [Italics my own.] 

I feel quite proud of our own results. We beat the “high” standards in 
number of eggs per hen, namely, 243—3 over the goal of 240. What hurt us 
most was reporting an honest, wholesale egg price, plus providing employment 
to several people who pay taxes and spend their money in this area. Needless 
to say I had to gradually lay off hired help as the flock reduced in size. 

I wish to urge you to vote for the “production stabilization” bill—or is it 
called “production control bill”’—as I can see this is the only way to reduce 
production and get egg prices up to a profitable level. If this is not done we 
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will constantly receive at or below egg production cost prices for our eggs due 
to overproduction financed by feed mills, chainstores, and the like. Eggs will 
and have (since about a year ago) been following this ruinous low price pattern 
just as fryers have been for years now. If no legislation is passed eggs will 
not be produced by independent farmers but only by big corporation farms of 
200,000 to 1 million hens who will survive through the low egg price period 
because of making their own feed and getting the wholesalers profit and possibly 
even the retailers’ profit out of each dozen eggs produced. The independent 
farmer cannot do this. It is very unfair competition. 
I would appreciate a reply to this letter. Thank you very much. 
Respectfully yours, 
CHARLES M. Curisty. 


1959—San Diego poultry “Cost Study” for Chas. M. Christy ranch 


BAUR Te es CAM COE SE sca gists akc ontario ei a is 17. 820 
MI I NN iS esti resides canes iar sa os ateres a 362, 627 
anh ta a a crt las ia silos tnintscay elas hia shoe decanting > Sa 
Average price per dozen received (cents) ~.-.--._________________ 29 
DU CIID, PRR OB OI sa is cciccsccrei mins ede Seis ini earns ee aaa ae 243 
I ia iat cet cnigeenteradeialnniiciaciigget ela tal aaa, 20. 349 
PP es Se ee ir ae ain ae ee ee 19.5 
Cost per dozen: Cents 
nn a al a - io 
PCIe CUNO, GRRE, OU VCC an sess eteanececaeneel a4 
I i cnc eit catia am cali atacand 3.8 
Stock inventory credit and loss (less income from cull hen sales) —2.9 
Total, net cash operational costs_..._._.......__..........___ 733.5 
ANI an cic stsaghcassdlacs can catasid daicn ceg ction eee paar casbiadieteeaaeael 0. 6 
I veces ossahebith cgenin cele icy Radel inrmpncame adm ap ota chee assheecaiee aad 9 
Bae URES EN EN tics cca Boing et sa ceca es eit ine lacie Me 
Week Conk CE CE BRO ncccntienticicnintasncitaniiztipinmin *33.5 

Centa 
per dozen 
Egg income or loss over net operations cost-_____---.------------ 7 
An Secdme Or lies tver Gh) CON... ee *4.5 


1[ only put in one-third of chicks that were needed to keep flock up to usual amount. 
Had I been financially able to brood 2 more lots of chicks this cost would have been up to 
about 4.2 cents per dozen. 

2 This is already more than my income from egg sales of 29 cents per dozen. 

3] received 29 cents per dozen for eggs 

* Net loss. 

I received the following out of a poultry publication. As you know prices 
received by farmers for eggs in the Midwest is even lower than what we receive 
out here in southern California. Here “costs” are less, too, however, feed, 
water, electricity, taxes, labor, etc., are all lower there. Still, note, that the Uni- 
versity of Missouri has a total cost of 28.5 cetns per dozen. This was figures put 
out by the University of Missouri as a goal for poultrymen to strive for. 


Per hen Per dozen 
Cents 

i et a - : ;: ctph Soe wetted nebeliptadaees $2. 85 14.3 
Depreciation in layers ; a | 1. 44 7.2 
Labor, 34 hour at $1 per hour ae j : 7 37 
Building and equipment depreciation 175 9 
Lights, water, litter OS 4 
Medical, insurance, miscellaneous - -- ; 5 OS 
Interest on investment_. _- ‘ ‘ 325 1 ¢ 

6. 70 28 5 


Total_-__- ‘ . m 5 


52419—60—4 
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BUENA Park, CaAuir., February 26, 1960. 
To whom it may concern: 

This is to state that the Orange County Poulty & Egg Producers has given 
Mrs. Eva Weiner authorization to represent them at the Senate hearings of 
the Subcommittee on Agriculture. 

Your truly, 
(Mrs.) R. G. THomas, 
Secretary of the Orange County Poultry & Egg Producers Association. 


STATEMENT OF ORANGE CouNTY POULTRY & EGG PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION 


Honorable Chairman and members of the committee, the Orange County 
Poultry & Egg Producers Association was formed in 1957. Our members 
represent flocks ranging from 1,500 birds to 14,000 birds. Since our formation 
we have been concerned with the developments taking place in the poultry 
industry. 

The year of 1957 was a year of very low prices for both egg and fryer pro- 
ducers. It was pointed out then that integration or contract farming was 
one of the main causes of much of our overproduction. Also, that this would 
result in a constant pressure on independent producers to increase the size of 
their flocks to match the integrated setup in volume. This we feel has now 
been proved. 

We doubt very much that this problem can be solved on any voluntary basis. 
No one group, no one State can solve this. It must be done on a national 
scale. The poultry industry must be given the authority to act as an organ- 
ized industry. 

Three programs are essential to the industry and to each poultryman if 
our industry is to be made up of independent, financially sound farms. We 
need the authority to control the supply, we need promotion and we need 
research in marketing and new uses of our product. 

It has been argued by those who oppose any action by Congress that the law 
of supply and demand would solve the problem. With better prices in 1958 
there was an attitude of “I told you so.” By the early part of 1959 our egg 
prices had dropped to the lowest level since 1941. The recovery which was 
supposed to take place in the fall did not materialize. We are facing the be- 
ginning months of 1960 with continued low prices. 

The USDA reports that as of January 1 the national laying flock has 4 
percent fewer layers than a year earlier. The number of pullets not yet of 
laying age was 20 percent below last year. Considering all these conditions 
the USDA sees a more favorable price aspect for egg producers in 1960. In 
other years we might be able to agree with this prediction but not now. There 
are too many nonfarm interests adding to the supply without any regard to the 
demand. 

I should like to quote from two articles: 


[From the Egg Producer, February 1960] 


“Certainly based upon past relationships, the recent price and returns experi- 
ence with the laying flock would not encourage any increase in the spring re- 
placement hatch compared with last year. However, the National Poultry Sur- 
vey Committee has predicted an increase of 2 to 4 percent in the number of chicks 
purchases which will be in commercial flocks. 

“Apparently, capital is available to finance the change to much larger produc- 
tion units in various parts of the country. Many different contracts and deals 
are available.” 

In big black headlines on the front page of this issue we see this “Slow 
Egg-Type Chick Sales Disturb Feed Industry.” After several quotations from 
hatcherymen and egg producers that illustrate the serious problems we find 
this statement. 

[From Feedstuffs, Feb. 6, 1960] 


“Some observers speculated that ‘if farmers don’t buy chicks, maybe more 
feed companies will get in this year and raise birds in order to keep up their 
tonnage. 

If this situation is allowed to develop the decrease in anticipated egg produc- 
tion with its accompanying increase in price will not materialize. 
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As to promotion, we do need aggressive promotion. So far efforts to raise 
money on a voluntary basis have failed. The Poultry and Egg National Board 
hopes to have a million dollars by the end of 1961. With continued low prices 
it is doubtful that poultrymen can contribute very heavily to this fund. There 
is also the feeling that promotion without any means of regulating the supply 
will result in egg producers finding themselves in the same position as the 
fryermen—completely integrated. 

Our industry needs research in new ways to market and use eggs. There is 
a lack of funds there, too. 

If these programs can be adequately financed and developed on a nationwide 
basis our industry will be financially sound. There will be room for expansion— 
an orderly expansion—in all areas. 

It is our belief that Senate bill S. 2516 cited as the National Poultry Stabiliza- 
tion Act gives the poultrymen the tools with which to accomplish these things. 

While this type of program is new as regards to a nationwide program we 
believe the poultry industry has the brains and courage to make it work. We, 
therefore, urge that this committee give its approval to S. 2516. Also, that they 
ask for speedy action in the Senate. 

In closing, we wish to thank this committee for the opportunity of stating 
our views. 


CuHino, CAuiv., February 21, 1960. 
Hon. HARRY R. SHEPPARD, 
House Office Building, Washington D.C. 

Dear Mr. SHEPPARD: Our local press has not carried any reports concerning 
your activities on behalf of the egg producers in your district. As you know, 
your district is the largest egg producing area in the world, and I hope you are 
watchful for their welfare. 

What you do not know is that the poultry department of the Riverside County 
Farm Bureau has voted in favor of Mr. Clem Miller’s enabling legislation bill: 
the Chino, Yucaipa, and Ontario-Upland Poultry Centers have all voted in favor 
of it: the poultry department of the San Bernardino County Farm Bureau took a 
post card poll of it’s 579 members. The vote was 115 for, 86 against. 

I hope that you will join with other California Congressmen and with our two 
Senators in energetically promoting Mr. Miller’s bill; also its counterpart in the 
Senate, No. 2516. A hearing on the Senate bill is scheduled for February 25 and 
[am enclosing a prepared statement for this hearing. I hope that you will take 
the time to read it and then pass it on to the proper committee. 

Cordially yours, 
ERVAN M. ROBBINS. 


STATEMENT OF ERVAN M. ROBBINS ON SENATE BILL 2516 


My name is Ervan M. Robbins, 4195 Philadelphia Street, Chino, Calif. I 
operate a 4,500 bird egg producing ranch. I produce a high quality egg, hence 
find it profitable to sell my eggs to Safeway Stores on a quality grade out basis. 

For the calendar year of 1959, I received 29.7 cents per dozen. My total cash 
cost was 26.2 cents per dozen. The 3.5 cents must cover interest on the invest- 
ment of about $40,000 in the ranch, depreciation or further replacement costs, 
and the labor of myself and wife 7 days a week. It will not even pay the 
interest. 

Why don’t I quit? You can’t scrap $40,000. 


WHO REPRESENTS THE SMALL PRODUCER? 


Certainly not the farm bureau. Their 1960 policy statement says the little 
fellow is inefficient. Their conception of the free enterprise systein calls for 
liquidation of the inefficient. That means the little fellows. 

Certainly not the USDA. Here in California we call the Honorable Secre- 
tary of Agriculture Mr. “Futility” Benson because of a speech he made out here a 
couple of years ago saying it was “impossible” to control production. Dr. 
Paarlberg recently said nobody ever really wanted to control production. A 
few months ago Mr. Benson, when told New York poultrymen were starving, 
said “let them go on relief’’—so the newspapers reported. Marie Antoinette 
apparently did not copyright her classic statement. 
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The small producers best representation before your conunittee will be t! 


Farmer's Union, the U.S. Poultry & Egg Producers Association and, if we ear 
scrape up enough money to get her there, Mrs. Eva Weiner, of Vista, Calif 


BEWARE OF BOOBY TRAPS 


I respectfully suggest that the committee keep in mind the egg producer has 
only one major problem—overproduction. Other problems are by comparison 
minor. Some of the solutions that will be offered will merely befog the main 
problem. 

Promotion and research will be offered as a solution. Please be assured that 
if demand is expanded, production will be quickly expanded even more. 

Free enterprise will be promoted in reckless disregard of the fact that the 
fastest way to destroy free enterprise is to misuse or abuse it. 

Efficiency will be touted. Well, it will, I admit, reduce the agony to pain, 
but even the USDA has finally admitted that efficiency is not enough. It js being 
demonstrated here in California that the small ranch can produce eggs more 
cheaply than the big ranches. There are two reasons: labor costs and disease 
control. Hens are not machines as is frequently stated; they are more like 
employees who must be kept healthy and happy to produce at full capacity. 

Natural correction will be advocated. This is a kill or cure remedy. The 
cure is certain but very temporary and very brutal in terms of bankrupt 
poultrymen. 

PRINCIPLES 


If the problem is subjected to known economic laws rather than heated 
controversy, the answer seems fairly obvious. 

Supply exceeds demand, hence prices are low. Therefore supply must be 
brought into proper relationship with demand permanently. 

Nobody has offered a solution other than controlling production. 

There has been far too many years of talk. I respectfully urge your commit- 
tee to bring the bill out and recommend it. 





CHINO, CaLir., February 19, 1960. 
Mrs. Eva WEINER, 
Box 681, Vista, Calif. 

Dear Mrs. WEINER: Answering your inquiry, 579 post cards were mailed to 
the members of the 5 poultry centers in the county; 210 or 36 percent were 
returned. 

The vote officially announced was 115 for, 86 against enabling legislation 
This included 58 contested votes, 12 were counted for, and 37 against: 9 votes 
were thrown out. 

Yours very truly, 
FRANK L. PHILLIPS, 
Chairman, Poultry Department, San Bernardino County Farm Bureau. 


CHINO, Cauir., February 19, 1960. 
Mrs. EvA WEINER, 
Bor 681, Vista, Calif. 

DEAR Mrs. WEINER: In answer to your inquiry, the vote in favor of the Na- 
tional Enabling Act in our center was unanimous. 

Enclosed is a contribution from Mr. Robbins and myself to help with your 
expenses. We hope you will make noteworthy progress in your efforts to 
plead the case of the family ranch. 

Cordially yours, 


JAMES E. WELLISCH, 
Chairman, Ontario-Upland Poultry Center, 
San Bernardino County Farm Bureau. 
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Senator McCarriy. Our next witness is Mr. Robert Herman, who 
; Vice president of the New Jersey State Poultry Association. We 
will be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT HERMAN, VICE PRESIDENT, NEW JERSEY 
STATE POULTRY ASSOCIATION, FREEHOLD, NJ.; IRVING L. 
KANTOR, GENERAL MANAGER, FEDERATION OF EGG PRO- 
DUCERS COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, TOMS RIVER, N.J.; AND 
SEYMOUR SAVETSKY, WHITE OAK G.L.F. COOPERATIVE, LAKE- 
WOOD, N.J. 


Mr. Herman. Mr. Chairman, | would like to introduce Mr. Irving 
Kantor, who is general manager of the Federation of Egg Producers 
Cooperative Association, Inc., Toms River, N.J., and he is ‘also a mem- 
her of the executive committee of the New Jersey State Poultry 
Association, who is on my right, and Mr. Seymour Savetsky, a mem- 
ber of the board of directors of White Oak G.L.F. C ooperative, Inc., 
Lakewood, N.J., and also a member of the executive committee of the 
New Jersey State Poultry Association. They are prepared to make 
statements after I have completed my statement. 

My name is Robert Herman of Freehold, N.J. I serve as vice presi- 
dent of the New Jersey State Poultry Association and operate a farm 
with a capacity of 4, 00 laying birds. 

Dr. Irving Berger, our president, is unable to attend due to illness, 
and Lam representing our organization in his place. 

The New Jersey State Poultry Association represents the poultry 
industry in our State through its marketing, bargaining and feed 
cooperatives as well as through the county boards of agriculture. 
Our administrative structure includes representatives from the Rut- 
gers State College of Agriculture and the State Department of Agri- 
culture. We can speak authoritatively on behalf of working poultry 
farmers and the poultry industry. 

Mr. Al Schlott, executive director of the Poultry Products Pro- 
motion Council (a New Jersey State agency) has gone on record in 
the daily press that “over 1,000 New Jersey poultry farmers have 
either left their farms or went ban! krupt w ithin the past year because 
of the economic plight of our industry.’ 

The plight of the New Jersey poultry industry is so acute that the 
only way it can be appreciated is by examining this figure: 

1957 gross turnover in the poultry industry was $130 million. Now 
in 1959 it was $85 million. Farm property values have completely 
disappeared. Life savings for thousands of family farmers have dis- 
integrated. In the State of New Jersey a poultry farm cannot be 
given away. If there were an opportunity for orderly or gradual 
withdrawal from this field of production with some hope of salvag- 
ing assets the poultryman’s outlook would be far less grim. 

The New Jersey State Poultry Association membership have gone 
on record through an official resolution supporting enabling legisla- 
tion—the need for which we are endeavoring to make clear to you 
gentlemen today. Bill S. 2516 could provide the tools to stop the 
devastating, destructive processes that are forcing the family farmer 
off the farm and draining away his life savings. 
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I wish to thank this distinguished body of Senators for giving me 
an opportunity to express these views in behalf of New Jersey poultry 
farmers and the poultry industry. 

May I leave this thought with you? The income drop from $130 
million to $85 million means thousands of farmers in New Jersey have 
lost their livelihood and savings. The damage does not stop there. 
It spreads in widening circles to include every community business 01 
service that serves farm people. Each has felt the economic blow. 

With each passing day the egg producer's plight becomes more 
acute. Many farmers are at an age where employment in other in- 
dustry is closed tothem. We are turning to you for help in a terrible 
dilemma. Thank you. 

Senator McCarrny. We will now be glad to hear from you, Mr. 
Kantor. 

Mr. Kantor. Mr. Chairman, I represent an organization of egg 
producers in the State of New Jersey. Our membership comprises 
approximately two-thirds of the State. I think I have a pretty good 
idea of what 1s happening to the industry, not only in our local county 
area, but in our State. 

I will confine my few remarks to what has developed in the State of 
New Jersey and in the County of Ocean. 

As we look across this audience at this moment, we see more empty 
seats than there are people. Some two short months ago when we 
appeared in Washington before the House Committee on Agriculture, 
there were not enough seats to accommodate the people who were 
present. 

These seats are empty, sir, not because these people did not want to 
come, but because these people are not in the industry any more. This 
happened during these past few months. 

Ve are told that things are going to straighten out, that we are 
going to average higher prices sometime during the second half of 
this year. However, these people who are seated here today, if this 
hearing were called 4 or 5 months from today, I doubt if one-half of 
the people here today would be here then; - because they clo not 
want to be here, but because they would not be in the industry. 

This industry is in dire straits and needs some help now. It requires 
immediate measures. 

If this Humphrey bill is passed, this itself would help considerably 
these people who will be going out of the industry in the next few 
months, because they w ill make every effort to stay in it if some 
stabilization bill is passed. 

It is not just a farm; it isa home ; it isa way of life. It is 30, 40 
years of work, with their life savings invested. 

I have just a few statistics. This has been confirmed only yesterday 
with our county agent, Mr. Hoffman. I refer to Ocean C ‘ounty, that 
being one of the largest egg-producing counties in this country. 

Some 4 or 5 years ago in 1 the county of Ocean, there were some 1,000 
farms. Today there are approximately 500. 

In our adjoining county of Monmouth, also one of the largest egg- 
producing counties in the country, there were some 1,500 ‘farmers. 
Today there are approximately 750 farmers. 

I tried to break it down by bankruptcies that were on these farms 
that went out of business. They do not break them down in that 
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fashion. I talked to some of the attorneys throughout the State. At 
least 25 percent of these people who are off their farms were in bank- 

ruptcy. If conditions continue, many, many more will be out of 
business within the next few months. 

Mr. Miller, of the Department, a very good friend of mine—I have 
known him for years, a very honest and very sincere man—has a job 
to do, and I assume that he is under orders by the Department to 
follow out its policy, but I must make some reference to some of his 
observations. 

When he spoke on page 2 about prices having turned up in recent 
weeks and are now 3 to 4 cents above the low level, this low level we 
speak of, which reached 27.5 cents, today they reached the mag- 
nanimous price of somewhere around 31 cents, I think as of today. 

Mr. Miller also referred to the fact that these facts indicate clearly 
necessary adjustments are on their way. Yes, these adjustments are 
being made by these bankrutpcies, by the people not being here because 
of them, because these adjustments are being made. This is how the 
adjustments are being made in the industry. 

Just a final observation as to what the Department offered. The 
Department offered statistical tools and marketing services. This is 
what the Department has offered the poultry industry this year, last 
year, 3 years and + years ago. And of this moment they still offer 
statistical tools and marketing services. 

I thought I would make these observations, sir. I certainly would 
like to invite the committee to visit with us in the State of New Jersey, 
and in the county of Ocean and see for itself some of these people in 
the industry. 

There are people sitting here today who have lost their farms. I, 
too, am one of these statistics. 

I have been farming for 12 years. I do not have any farm any 
more. I lost it in 1958. I have remained in the industry in an official 
capacity, as an executive, if you want to refer to it as such, only be- 
cause of the fact that I have been involved in the industry for so long 
and I could not very well step out without doing all I possibly could 
to help the people in the industry. 

I certainly ee that you will take this invitation under serious 
consideration and see for yourselves what. is happening i in the State 
of New Jersey, one of the largest egg producing States in the country. 

May I conclude with this remark ? 

In our county of Ocean, our first industry is summer resorts. Some 
2 years ago they banned these gambling devices on the boardwalks. 
Well, you should have heard the hullabaloo and what-not that was 
raised. 

Trenton was not a fit place to go into. Not much time elapsed be- 
fore there was some legislation ‘and they operated 10 weeks of the 
year. 

Here we have an industry where people have invested their life sav- 
ings, people with an average age of 55 or better, in an all-year-around 
industry, and no furor is raised, no one is concerned because of this 
condition. 

Take, for example, in your own hometown, if 50 percent of any 
particular 1 and let us get away from farming—were to 
have this number of bankruptcies, where we have people running 
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away from their farms. Would the officials of that city or the Gov- 
ernor sit idly by? Yet we see this happening in the State of New 
Jersey, where so many are going out by way of bankruptcy, out of 
business, and everyone sits idly by. 

We appeal to our State government and we appeal to this Federal 
Government. 

We have nowhere else to go. 

Mr. Taub mentioned that we are going to Jimmy Hoffa. I would 
even go to the devil if the devil could help keep these people in busi- 
ness to make a living. | Applause. | 

Senator McCarruy. Thank you. 

Mr. Kantor. Thank you. 

Senator McCarruy. We will now hear from Mr. Savetsky. 

Mr. Savetsxy. Mr. Chairman, my name is Seymour Savetsky. if 
am a practicing poultry farmer in Lakewood, N.J., who makes his 
living by getting up daily and dressing in clothes other than you see 
me here today, and breaking my back trying to make ends meet, 
working along with my mother and father on the farm, trying to 
make a living as a poultry farmer. 

I, also, am a member of the board of directors of the White Oak 
G.L.F. Cooperative, Inc., of Lakewood, N.J., and am also a member of 
the executive committee of the New Jersey State Poultry Association. 

I speak here, along with Mr. Kantor and Mr. Herman, as a repre- 
sentative of the grassroots interests as to the sentiment among the 
commercial poultry farmers in the State of New Jersey. 

We are not speaking here as representatives of separate feed com- 
panies or hatcheries or allied industries. We are speaking here as 
people representing other pople who break their backs trying to make 
a living as poultry farmers. We represent approximaely one-third 
of the commercial poultry farmers in the State of New Jersey, be- 
tween Mr. Kantor’s s organization and Mr. Herman’s organization an 
my organization. 

It is almost the unanimous sentiment of the commercial egg pro- 
ducers in the State of New Jersey that the bill before the Senate repre- 
sents a constructive measure toward the solution of the problem of 
the industry. We endorse that bill 100 percent. 

For too many years we have heard from the Department the senti- 
ment expressed—and it was expressed again today by Mr. 
and I defer to Mr. Miller, his position and his experience—that if we 
leave the industry to itself, it will cure itself. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe he used the phrase that market forces will 
tend to the problem. 

You asked whether he felt that would take care of the problem, and 
he said that he did feel so. 

We have heard that sentiment expressed for several years. The 
farmer has been going through the wringer and there appears to be 
no prospect for improvement on the horizon. 

If the situation is left to go along by itself, people will go bankrupt 
and a human and social problem will be created. I see that with my 
own eyes around me daily. 

Across the street from me, a farm was foreclosed by the FHA last 
Tuesday. They had a chattel mortgage on the equipment of $9,000, 
which farm equipment went for $900, approximately. 
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The farm represents a cash outlay to the two people of approxi- 

mately $72,000. Within 5 weeks, the FHA is planning to foreclose on 
its first mortgage. I do not think that farm will bring $18,000. 

The two individuals concerned, a man who suffered a heart con- 
dition and his wife, went away from that after a lifetime of labor 
penniless. They are wards of the community. 

This to me represents one of the most serious aspects of the problem. 

This is a digression. Other people can speak of the distressing 
situations. I see them before my eyes. I feel it when I have to meet 
my expenses. 

Getting back to the attitude of the Department; several years ago 
I attended a meeting in Bergen County, N.J., at which Mr. Richard 
Larkin spoke for the Department of Agriculture. At that time he 
advised the association and the people there that we were going into 
a tough period, and that the best thing would be for the farmer to 
expand his capacity; that is, the capacity of his family sized farm: 
in order to become more efficient, and that then in that way he would 
be able to survive. It sounded like a logical answer to this problem. 

At the end of his lecture I asked him a question as to how large a 
farm should the family farmer expand to, and his answer—and there 
are witnesses here to corroborate it-——was that the family-sized farm 
should grow to 25,000 birds. All of us laughed up our sleeves at 
this, because when you get to a farm that is the size of 25,000 birds, 
you no longer have a family- sized farm. You have a thriving com- 
mercial enterprise. 

I would say that a man and his wife working with a hired man 
could, probably, take care of about 6,000 or 7,000 birds properly. 
When you get to 25,000 birds you no longer have a family-sized farm. 

So this response to me indicated that “Mr. Larkin had a defective, 
practical knowledge of the actual problem. He may be well versed in 
the theory of the problem. His knowledge of statistics, I am sure, 
is sound and diverse. But as far as having his feet on the ground, 
so far as the actual problem is concerned, he just has a limited concept, 
apparently, of what a family-sized farm is. 

However, this is not the main thing that was wrong with Mr. Lar- 
kin’s testimony. ‘The main thing that turned out to be wrong was that 
the 25,000-bird operator today is much worse off than the 5,000-bird 
operator. He was wrong on both counts. In other words, there is 
no guarantee of a profit in this business if you increase the size of 
your plant. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, you asked one of the previous witnesses 
to testify on that point. I do not recall his reply, but we have had 
experience in our area where three companies decided, well, if you 

‘an not make ends meet with 5,000 birds, maybe you can make ends 
meet with 50,000 or 100,000 birds. Well, the result of their experience 
has been, sir, that one of them has given up his operation. 

They have become heavily indebted to the feed companies. They 
will never be able to pay off what they owe. Their operations turned 
out to be less efficient than the operation of the family-sized farm. 
They paid for their labor, I would say, approximately, 114 times 
what I pay for my labor. Their feed costs are probably higher because 
they have to buy feed on credit, and they owe money at 6 percent, 
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which they have to pay over and above their base price. And their 
egg check is not higher than ours, proportionately. 

One of these farms has 50,000 birds. His egg ¢ heek is not. five times 
as much as the farmer with 5,000 birds. It is, approximately, seven 
or eight times larger, 

The point is that the experience of the large integrated operation 
is that when times are bad in the industry they go bust by much more 
than the family-sized farm. 

I would like to conclude now, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for 
your indulgence in listening to my comments. I hope that they will 
be « ‘arefully looked into by the committee. The farmers require help 
and I am sure that they will receive help, whether it be from the Con- 
gress of the United States or from some other source. 

Senator McCarruy. Thank you, sir, and I thank all of you gentle- 
men for your testimony at this hearing. 

The next witness is Mrs. Ira Stetzel, of Stetzel’s Hatchery, of Paris, 
Ark, 


STATEMENT OF MRS. MILDRED K. STETZEL, STETZEL’S HATCHERY, 
PARIS, ARK. 


Mrs. Sterzet. Mr. Chairman, I am Mildred K. Stetzel, wife of Ira 
Stetzel, of Paris, Ark., where we operate a hatchery with capacity 
to produce 40,000 chicks weekly, and a breeder farm for production of 
hatching eggs, with our son-in-law Ted Harkey in charge of the 
breeder farm. 

We have been in the hatchery business since 1923, when we started 
with a 10,000-egg Buckeye ine ubator at Ross, Audubon C ounty, Iowa, 
as one of the first Iowa hatcheries. 

The idea of a mammoth incubator was not new, many stories were 
circulated on the streets of Audubon, 5 miles away. One man told 
his friends he had heard they hatched chicks every week at on. 
Hatchery. The other replied, “You can’t tell me that. It takes 3 
weeks to hatch a chicken.” 

We came to Arkansas in the fall of 1952. We have hatched broiler 
chicks some of the time. Primarily we are a DeKalb hatchery, with 
DeKalb foundation flocks at our breeder farm, and hatching DeKalb 
commercial laying stock which we deliver to all parts of Arkansas. 

So much for the personal record. Now I shall endeavor to give 
you a glimpse of the development and growth of the poultry industry 
in Arkansas and the South. 

As told to me a few days ago, the broiler business in Arkansas 
started in the northwest section of the State, around the Rogers, 
Springdale, Fayetteville area. Many of the “hill people” from back 
in the timber had never had any real money before. Back in 1938 
when the idea started to catch on, little farm smokehouses were con- 
verted into broiler houses, just room for the stove and for the chicks 
to crowd around it, the chicks running out all over the hillside, not 
over 500 chicks to the brood. Some of them cleared as much as $100 
per brood above costs—three broods a year—$300 cash money for 
their own, the most money they had ever had, and to them it was 
fabulous. 
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It began to grow. New houses were financed, along with equip- 
ment. Folks went into debt, but they were able to pay it off. Every- 
one was happy. Broilers were praised as the salvation of the country. 

The same thing was happening in other sections of the country, 
Del Marva Peninsula was one of the early regions, Georgia, Missis- 
sippi, Alabama, regions like Arkansas where agricultural production 

yas low, and labor was cheap. 

Little people were in business for themselves, they were making 
money, and they were happy. Big markups were charged on feed 
and medication and equipment. Those who supplied the little grow- 
ers had a good thing, and began to wax fat and strong. 

Then we began to move into another phase of the development of the 
broiler industry. By 1952 many 5,000 houses had been built. In the 
Springdale area activity was pronounced. Springdale in 1945 was 
around 3,300 population, but in the early 1950's had grown to 5,800, 
with seven millionaires. Broilers were spreading to other sections of 
the State, along the Arkansas River Valley. The market was more 
erratic. In the spr ing of 1952 the market suddenly dropped from 28 
cents to 21 cents, causing heavy losses to many independent growers. 

Because the business of supplying feed and other supplies to the 
growers had become so lucrative, rather than have the volume dimin- 
ish, dealers began to offer contracts to the growers the dealers owning 
the chickens and supplying the feed and medication. With the 
market not stable, growers had been getting behind and carrying 
over unpaid balances. Thus we came to an end of the period when 
growers were independent business people in their own right. They 
were now paid so much a bird, or so much a pound, with ¢ ‘onsideration 
for conversion and certain good management. 

Growers were happy when they were operating as independents 
until volume grew so great that they could not pay the high markup 
on feed and other supplies. When that time came, they had no choice, 
and accepted contracts, which put them in the position of hired hands 
on their own farms, guaranteed against loss, also deprived of any 
chance of gain when times were good. 

In 1955 our national production of 22 reporting areas was 2,912 
million pounds. Average price was 25.1 cents per pound, or $731 
million gross receipts. 

In 1959, just 4 vears later, our national production was 5,158,814,000 
pounds, Average price was 15.9 cents per pound, or $821 million 
gross receipts. 

We had increased 77 percent in volume in 4 years. That was 
2,245,814,000 pounds. But gross receipts were only $90 million more. 
For all that extra volume the rae had realized only 4 cents a 
pound, above the receipts of 1955; 2.246,814,000 pounds of poultry 
meat more and only 4 cents a piv for the additional volume. 

During this period one of the seven millionaires of Springdale, 
Ark., area grew to own more than 50 poultry farms. 

During this period everybody was preaching “efficiency.” Folks 
were told they had to get big or get out. National Broiler Council 
collected huge funds for advertising promotion. Somehow the broil- 
ers all found a market. But the industry was going bankrupt. 

During this period we have witnessed the rise and fall of such 
operators as the Chemell group of corporations—a vast empire ex- 
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tending from Texas north into Canada and east into Georgia who 
were bankrupt and liquidated the last half of 1959. They are said 
to have had an indebtedness of more than $8 million, but tangible 
assets of only around $100,000, everything leased, even unto the 
spitoons, exc ept one typewriter that was finaly located that belonged 
to the corporation. They had vast breeding farms started to produce 
hatching eggs. They had 400 incubators. 

Now we are entering into a period when many feed dealers are 
going bankrupt. Many have dropped out with broiler growing when 
broiler markets were rough this last several years, and turned their 
operation into production of market eggs. The egg market has 
swiftly followed the broiler market down. The mid-January price 
was the lowest since January 1941, the lowest in 19 years. 

The only ones who seem to be secure are the folks who have another 
source of income besides poultry. Thus we enter another phase of 
the development in our industry. 


GENERAL MILLS HAS OPENED A NEW INTEGRATED SETUP IN JACKSON, 
MISS. 


General Mills, Inc., with headquarters in Minneapolis, is now in 
the egg business in Mississippi, “from hen to housewife.” Finishing 
up a ‘complete cycle of egg a gen to marketing is its new egg 
processing plant recently “opened in Jackson, Miss. In this General 
Mills “Sure-Fresh” egg program is everything from the baby chick 
to the merchandising “coolers in the supermarkets, This is the first 
timae the big feed, food, and milling firm has gone “all the way” in 
integration. About 83 farmers within a 50-mile radius of Jackson 
are producing the eggs. The farmer owns his house, equipment, fur- 
nishes utilities and labor. General Mills owns the hens, furnishes 
feed and medication and owns all the eggs. 

In a three-man panel in Chicago at the recent Farm Bureau meet- 
ing, Mr. Hendrickson with General Mills stated that in the past the 
feed division had been only a supplier of feeds, but now it is moving 
into not only the growing but also the contracting and processing 
the next step the promotion of the poultry product. 

At the Washington State Feed Association convention held in 
Seattle earlier this month panel discussion brought up the following 
thought: 

Does the feed industry feel it is necessary to secure its market for 
feed by all-out contract growing of broilers, layers, beef cattle, hogs? 

Are the feed industry members anticipating owning the poultry 
housing as well as the chicks ? 

Will direct sales of feed from large firms to producers increase ? 

Are the feed companies interested in profit on eggs or feed, or does 
it matter where they make their profit ? 

Texas reports some large retailers may fully integrate their broiler 
business through owner ship rather than ‘by contract. 

Another program shaping up in the South now calls for major 
feed companies to become part of integrated programs in cooperation 
with processors. Feed companies w ill agree to feed a certain number 
of broilers for the processor provided the processor shares the risks, 
et cetera. The program represents an attempt by the feed manu- 
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facturers to maintain volume in competition with highly efficient local 
integrators. 

It is reported that in the Southeast many programs are now offer- 
ing the grower a minimum of only one-half cent per pound. This 
represents a 1-cent-a-pound cut in costs for the integrator when com- 
pared with the 114-cent-per-pound contract. On a program of this 
type the grower has little opportunity to cover his farm costs. He 
must supply fuel, electricity, probably litter. There will be no oppor- 
tunity to cover house payments, taxes, and other costs. He will have 
little out of his project except the exercise. Yet some growers who 
have no alternative opportunities for income will have no choice but 
to accept these terms. 

The University of Arkansas conducted a study 2 years ago, and came 
up with the conclusion that it took an average of 80 hours’ labor to 
produce 1,000 broilers in houses of 4,000 to 5,000 capacity. Using 
one-half cent a pound under contracts recently reported in the South- 
east, and using an average weight of 314 pounds, figuring no death 
loss, this would average 134 cents per broiler. On a 5,000 house it 
would bring a gross return to the grower of $87.50 for 400 hours’ labor, 
less than 22 cents an hour, if no consideration is made for heat and 
other utilities and litter, let alone taxes and debt retirement. 

It is reported that western hatcheries recently cut their broiler 
hatching egg producers back to 30 cents a dozen for their eggs. Egg 
contracts are written with an “escape clause” which permits such a 
cutback when the going is rough for the hatchery. But broiler hens 
use around 8 pounds of feed per dozen eggs, and their production 
period is so short, no flockowner can stay in business long at such a 
price for his eggs. 

Hundreds of hatcheries, once good, going businesses, are laving idle. 
Many hold such properties that ‘they have spent years in building and 
paying for, with all their life savings tied up in them, and are unable 
to either operate them or to find a market for their properties. 


CAN WE AS AN INDUSTRY MAKE VOLUNTARY CUTBACKS TO OBTAIN 
RELIEF? 


What happened in 1959? In the face of falling markets and every 
sp of overproduction, what happened? We find Illinois cut 

back 16 percent in 1959; Connecticut dropped back 1514 percent; Vir- 
ginia, 15 percent; Indiana, 12 percent; Delaware, 10 percent; Penn- 
sylvania, Florida, South Carolina, and Texas all made some cutback, 
making 9 States of the 22 reporting areas. But they shared the same 
markets with 13 States that made increases, such as Oregon, which 
increased 35 percent; Arkansas, 27 percent; Mississippi, 26 percent ; 
Missouri, 11.4 percent; Maryl and, 10 percent; with smaller increases 
in Louisiana, Georgia, W ashington, North Carolina, Maine, West 
Virginia, and California. 

An editorial in a late issue of Wallace’s Farmer in discussing con- 
trols and Government regulations interfering with personal liberty 
and free enterprise makes the following comments: 

The fact of the matter is that from the time of George Washington to the 
present, there has not been free enterprise in this country. The iron industry 
got through the first Congress a law providing a protective tariff against importa- 
tion of iron products from Europe to make it possible for iron industry to charge 











56 NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 


higher prices for their products. From that time on, other manufacturing and 
processing industries have had similar favoring legislation enacted or tacitly 
approved by every Congress in the Nation’s history. 

The American people pay the bill, presumably for the good of the national 
economy. This is how we built up our Nation from strictly agricultural in 1789 
to a largely industrial economy in 1959. It was through the benefits of a 
national, indirect subsidy paid, sometimes unknowingly, by the American people 
in the form of higher prices for goods and services. 

This program of national subsidy to industry and later to labor in a minimum 
wage law, has continued through every national administration including the 
present. This costs the American people billions of dollars annually in the form 
of higher prices for goods and services. The American people have approved 
the program on the general principle that what is good for industry and labor 
is good for all. 

Capper’s Farmer in their January issue, page 7, have an editorial 
along the same line that is worth reading. They state: 

Our economy cannot exist half controlled and half free. Agriculture, too, 
must thrive if we Americans are to be assured of a continuing abundant food 
supply. 

In 1959 we presented a statement of the poultry situation before the 
Arkansas Poultry Federation at Little Rock, along with a plan for 
stabilization of the industry, by a cutback in production at the hatchery 
level, the hatchery being the smallest segment. and the easiest to con- 
trol, Copy is enclosed of the plan we had worked out at that time. 
We do not care what plan is used. We need action this year to save 
our poultry industry as we have known it. No one person or com- 
pany or “—— ation should be allowed to control all segments of the 
industry ne last thought—there is more to life than just making 
money. Think of the human side of it. Think of the thousands of 
homes with their poultry projects destroyed by the factory type proj- 
ects that are taking over. 

Bill S. 2516 is a start in the right direction. It provides the tools 
for fitting our production to what the market can handle at a price 
that provides cost of production and a reasonable profit. But let us 
see to it that we do not let the power be taken over by the group who 
have been exploiting the industry and who have gotten the industry 
into its present plight. Let us elect leaders who can see further than 
their own political ambitions. 

I thank you. 

Senator McCarrny. The attachment to your statement will be made 
a part of the record at this point. 

Mrs. Srerzev. Thank you, 

(The document entitled “Plans for Stabilizing the Poultry Indus- 
try” and the article from the Arkansas Gazette ‘follow 3) 


PLANS FOR STABILIZING THE POULTRY INDUSTRY 
BROILERS, COMMERCIAL EGGS, TURKEYS 


(This is a rough draft, presented for your study, discussion, and comments) 


The following provisions should be made into a bill to be introduced in 
Congress: 

(1) Peg hatchery capacity at some retroactive date, probably January 1. 
1956. It is unfair to the many hatcheries who have made cutbacks of as much 
as 50 to 80 percent during the months while the industry has been in such 
serious condition because of overproduction to recognize capacities added during 
this period. 
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(2) Make it mandatory that no hatchery shall increase capacity until granted 
by the industry. 

(3) The Government shall limit and control incubator manufacturers to sell 
replacement incubators only, to replace present hatching capacity. In this 
case it might be necessary that some subsidizing be done by the Government, 
but only to incubator manufacturers. 

(4) Place a limit on the hatching capacity of any one person or corporation. 

(5) Request Congress to pass a law that any hatchery producing baby chicks 
must be licensed, through their State hatchery associations. Only hatcheries 
operating at date of census shall be granted licenses. 

(7) Whenever it becomes apparent that existing incubator capacity is not 
sufficient to supply the needs of the Nation, permits should be granted to all 
hatcheries, proportionate to capacity existing on date of census, to permit an 
increase in hatching capacity. These permits to increase capacity shall be 
negotiable within the State. 

(8) A National Hatchery Board shall be set up by States or by districts 
to determine the percentage of hatching capacity to be used and to set quotas. 
Members of the hatehery industry shall be elected to this Board or Council 
in such a way that all groups will be fairly represented. They shall serve 
for short terms, not more than for 1 or 2 years, and shall meet at stated intervals 
as necessary to determine any adjustments in volume needed. 

(9) Provide for Government inspection of every hatchery every 3 weeks to 
count trays of eggs under incubation, and to determine compliance with 
allotments. 

(10) Require that each hatchery post substantial guarantees to be for- 
feited for violation of allotment of ceiling on eggs set in his machines. 

(11) Provide for a license fee from each hatchery, based on estimated allot- 
ment a year in advance, same to be applied to cost of administration. 

(12) Set up a milling charge to be collected from all feed mills, based on 
tonnage of poultry feeds to share cost of administration. 


Our Pouttry INDUSTRY Is IN A MESS 
THIS INCLUDES BROILERS, COMMERCIAI. EGGS, TURKEYS 


How about broilers? 

1955: 2,912 million pounds sold at average of 25.1 cents per pound—$731 
million gross. 

1956: 3,780 million pounds sold at average of 19.4 cents per pound—$735 
million gross. 

Increase of 30 percent more meat, but only increase of 1 percent in value, 
and in the face of rising costs. 

What if the automobile industry would deliberately produce 20 percent more 
cars than the automobile market would absorb, even if price were cut to cost 
of production? How long would even their almost unlimited resources stand 
such economic abuse? They would be forced to adjust production to the mar- 
ket, force the cars on the market for whatever they could get for them without 
regard to cost of production. That is exactly what the broiler industry has 
done now for more than a year, and it has brought calamity to all segments of 
the industry. 

The oil industry was in the same chaos 25 years ago, when the oil proration 
law was enacted, as the broiler industry is today, and for exactly the same 
reason—senseless overproduction. Oil then was 10 cents a barrel, and though 
swimming in a sea of oil, oilmen were going broke by the score. Now after 25 
years of genuine stability the oil industry is sound and prosperous, and con- 
siders the proration law indispensable. 


What of commercial eggs? 

The statement below by Philip Alampi, Secretary of Agriculture of New Jersey, 
is quoted from the Poultryman, February 1, 1957: 

“T have never seen the poultry industry in so desperate condition as today. 

“The plight of the family sized poultry farmer is approaching the point where 
he will be driven out of business unless relief is afforded. He has invested his 
life savings in a farm which through no fault of his own is becoming outdated. 
Outside capital is being invested in mammoth-size poultry farms with every con- 
ceivable labor saving device. These farms are able to produce eggs in volume 
and show a profit even on a very small margin over feed cost. 
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“In some sections of the country, big business has already displaced the family 
farmer, and farm owners have been reduced to a share cropper status only 
slightly better than Russian collective farming. 

“Elimination of the family poultry farmer will put the small feed dealer, 
processors, equipment manufacturers, and small hatcheries out of business 
also.” 

Of 7,500 commercial egg producers in New Jersey January 1, 1956, 750 have 
been forced to dispose of their flocks and seek employment in the cities. 

Large hatcheries gain, small ones fade at rate of 1.859 in 4 years. Read 
article in Poultryman, published in Vineland, N.J., March 29 issue. 


500 hatcheries in Ohio close shop 

(The above from a letter by C. W. Liechty, hatcheryman at Wauseon, Ohio, 
mailed out to the remaining 300 hatcheries in the State of Ohio recently.) In 
his letter he quotes from a letter he received from a hatcheryman in New Eng- 
land. “I used to be 100 percent against controls on production of any kind. I 
am fast changing, along with many of the other very conservative people here in 
the Northeast. It seems that there are feed companies that have immense 
amounts of money earned from other sources that are willing to keep on operat- 
ing feed manufacturing at a loss to keep their volume going. Perhaps they feel 
that in the end two or three concerns will dominate the entire industry, and they 
ean then control the price of chickens. It would seem to me if we could have 
some type of production controls that would prevent this continued over- 
expansion and overproduction, everybody in the industry would be better off.” 

Why not do something about it now, while you still can? It is up to you. 
Write your U.S. Congressmen and Senators today. 





{From the Arkansas Gazette, Feb. 24, 1960] 
“STABILITY” Is GOAL OF NEW PouULTRY BILL 
(By Leland DuVall, of the Gazette Staff) 


A subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry will 
hold hearings tomorrow and Friday on a proposed measure that would, according 
to the title, provide for “stabilization and orderly marketing in the poultry 
industry.” Four Democrats—Humphrey and McCarthy of Minnesota, Williams 
of New Jersey and Engle of California—introduced the bill last summer. 

The bill would provide for establishing separate marketing programs for 
chickens, eggs, and turkeys. Representatives of the industry would be asked to 
develop the programs and the Secretary of Agriculture would have veto power 
over proposals which, in his opinion, did not comply with the law. Except for 
this veto power the industry would have a relatively free hand to develop its 
marketing program. 

The aim of the bill, according to the statement of policy, is to stabilize the 
poultry industry and to establish and maintain orderly marketing for poultry 
products; to provide reasonable returns and adequate standards of living to 
producers, and to assure continued production and marketing of poultry products 
in sufficient quantities and high qualities to meet the needs of consumers. 

Few people could argue with the statement of policy, but beyond this point 
the bill is certain to encounter plenty of opposition. 

The measure would achieve this goal by establishing “market program formu- 
lation committees” for chickens, turkeys and eggs. These committees would 
decide how production could be matched to demand and how surplus stocks 
could be removed from the market. 

The whole program would be financed by assessments that would be passed 
back to producers. 

WOULD BE ABLE TO VOTE 


Producers would have a chance to vote on any marketing programs offered by 
the committees and approval by two-thirds of those voting would be required. 

Once the program was approved by the growers it would become binding on 
the entire industry. Presumably, this would mean that producers could be 
subject to quotas or allotments. 
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The chances are the bill will travel a rocky road but the very fact that it is 
being considered illustrates the difficult position in which the poultry industry 
finds itself. The major problem stems from the fact that the industry has a 
capacity that is in excess of the market demand. Since the primary require- 
ments in poultry production is capital and the segments of the industry that 
are removed from the production level depend on high volume, it follows that 
these nonproductive levels are willing to supply sufficient capital to maintain a 
high output. Stated another way, processors, feed manufacturers and other 
off-farm segments of the business are willing to underwrite the producer in 
order to keep him in business when prices are so low that he could not hope to 
show a profit from the sale of birds or eggs. 

All this means, in practical application, that the rate of production usually 
stays above the level at which the products will sell at a profit. Feed manu- 
facturers, for example, hope to make their money from the sale of feed—in- 
directly by marketing through broilers—and in order to do this they must have 
high volume. 

“CONTRACT” OPERATORS 


Producers, who could not hope to stay in business while selling at below-cost 
levels, are reduced to contract operations. From a practical standpoint, this 
means that poultry growers often are factory pieceworkers who are paid accord- 
ing to volume of chickens they feed out for a nonfarm company. The scale is 
low. 

Since producers are dependent on the contract to stay in business at all, it is 
unlikely that they would approve allotments or marketing quotas. They are 
paid on a basis of the number of chickens they feed. 

Feed dealers and manufacturers, who also have been steamrollered by low 
prices, probably would not favor quota production. They would like to be free 
to rebuild volume as rapidly as possible if the price showed signs of rising. 

The Department of Agriculture already is on record as opposed to the bill. 
Under Secretary of Agriculture Morse wrote a letter to Senator Ellender, 
Democrat, of Louisiana, last fall in which he set out the reasons for the 
Department's opposition. Ellender is chairman of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

Morse objected to the measure first because it left the Secretary of Agriculture 
only “veto power” over the program. He also opposed the measure because 
it violated the general policy of freedom for agriculture. 


FARMERS NOT IN CONTROL 


Probably the biggest single objection to the bill is its failure to face the fact 
that poultry production already has passed from the hands of the farmers to 
other segments of the agribusiness complex. The men who feed the chickens 
are not farmers in the accepted sense of the word in that they are not individuals 
who make decisions about the operations of their farms. They are hired hands 
who lack the bargaining power to have a voice in the price of their wages. 

Congress might find the best way to establish and maintain orderly marketing 
conditions for poultry and to provide reasonable returns and adequate standards 
of living to producers would be to accept the fact that producers are employees 
and bring them under a minimum wage law where the contract is in operation. 

This, of course, would discourage the concentration of the business in the 
hands of fewer and fewer corporations. It just might return the business to 
the individual operators who would set their production schedules on the basis 
of whether they could hope to make a profit at the current prices. 

With producers operating as individual farmers, the business still might be 
plagued with overproduction and low prices but it would not be placed under 
a ceiling that would never allow farm prices to rise even to the bare profit level 
above the break-even point. 

Under the present system, the ceiling definitely is there. 


Senator McCartny. Our next witness is Mr. Jack Millstein of the 
Inter-County Cooperative, Divine Corners, N.Y. 
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STATEMENT OF JACK MILLSTEIN, INTER-COUNTY FARMERS 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, DIVINE CORNERS, N.Y. 


Mr. Ministrern. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce the gentle- 
man to my right, Mr. Samuel K. Cohen, who is a member of the board 
of directors of the organization which I am representing here. My 
name is Jack Millstein. I have my farm in Divine Corners, N.Y. I 
am the first vice president of the United States Poultry & Egg Pro- 
ducers Association. And Iam, also, appearing here as a representative 
of the Inter-County Farmers Cooperative Association. 

As others are discussing the national poultry and egg situation, and 
the specific provisions of the National Poultry Stabilization Act, I 
shall contine my remarks to the conditions faced by the poultry 
industry in our State of New York, and specifically in Sullivan, Ulster, 
Orange Counties area which is the largest egg produci ing area in the 
State and the 13th largest in the country. 

We xrea Ce cooperative purchasing and marketing organiza- 
tion serving over 700 commercial poultrymen with feed and producing 
supplies and marketing their eggs in Sullivan, Ulster, Orange, and 
parts of Putnam Counties, the Eee Basket of New York State. 

New York State poultrymen and the poultry industry are in the 
depths of a depression even though the rest of the economy is fast 
approaching prosperity of unprec -edented levels. Family-size farms 
face imminent foreclosure with egg prices at least e cents per dozen 
below the cost of production. F amily-size farms are fast disappearing 
because expansion in the poultry industry is being forced by inte- 
grators as a means of selling feed. 

I would like to insert some additional comments with regard to the 
problem of the integrators. At the House hearings last spring, Mr. 
Sykes, the vice president of Ralston Purina made a statement to the 
effect that poultrymen should cut back, and as an indication he said 
that his company was following this advice. He said that they were 
advising their dealers throughout the country to cut back on expansion 
of poultry output. 

In our immediate area, the Ralston Purina Co. has taken over farms 
in the last year with a capacity of 300,000 layers. These are farms 
which were formerly broiler operations which would have gone out of 
production completely. They were never in the egg production. 
- hey are now being put into producing eggs. They have a potential 

‘apacity of 5 million, or almost 200,000 cases of eggs a year to add 
$6 the present surplus situation. 

That is, certainly, a rather peculiar way to administer a cutback 
program by a feed company. 

According to Mr. Wendell Earl, agricultural economist, there are 
now only about 2,500 full-time commercial poultry farms in the 
State where: is in 1954 the number of poultry farms on which poultry 

was the main enterprise was 6,234. Poultry production is still today 
the second largest agricultural enterprise in New York State, but 
unless the present trend can be reversed, will not long continue to 
be so. 

These conditions exsit even though number of chicks to be placed for 
replacement flocks are down as follows: 16 percent, North Atl: ry 
and West North Central States; 13 percent, East North Central: 
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percent, South Atlantic; 2 percent, South Central; 1 percent, Western ; 
overall, down 9 percent. 

Layers on farms February 1, 1960, 311,491,000, down 3 percent from 
321,292,000 on February 1, 1959, and lowest on that date since 1938. 
Despite these statistics the prices received by producers for large eggs 
through our marketing divisions averaged 37 cents per dozen In 
January 1959, and 30 cents per dozen in January 1960. 7 

I, myself, am a grower of broilers and roasting chickens, as an indi- 
cation of what the violent price fluctuations of the last 5 years have 
meant to an independent producer, I would like to point out that since 
1950, when our business was founded, we have increased our volume 
from 40,000 birds per year to 250,000 per year, or more than 600 per- 
cent increase. During this time our ins force has increased by only 
60 percent, which would indicate an efficient operation. Yet our aver- 
age net income has remained lower for the last 5 years than during 
the preceding 5 years, and for 1959 we will have a tax loss to carry over 
to succeeding years of some $15,000, 

The egg producers, who are the major agricultural producers in 
our area, are also in a desperate plight. A recent farm magazine 
survey, Feed Flashes and Forecasts, February 16, 1960, reports that 
poultry are now considered by credit institutions to be substandard 
collateral, low profits have depleted the credit standing of the leading 
poultry borrowers; 15 percent of our egg farmers are in danger of 
imminent bankruptcy as reported by our local production credit as- 
sociation. Many of the other farmers we serve are keeping their 
independence only by working 8 hours a day off the farm and spending 
another 8 hours a day taking care of their layers. 

It is for these reasons that the local feed cooperative in our area 
which I represent, the Inter-County Farmers Cooperative Associa- 
tion, Inc., of Woodridge, N.Y., has supported the National Poultry 
Stabilization Act since the time it was first drafted. We feel that this 
legislation is essential to permit the industry to make the necessary 
adjustments in supply which will halt the chaotic price fluctuations 
which are ruining the poultry farmers. The alternatives to the pas- 
sage of this legislation are clear. The present trend will continue so 
that more and more family farmers will be forced out of business 
with the inevitable result that poultry and egg production will be in 
the hands of a few large companies who set prices in a monopolistic 
manner. Prices to the consumer will then remain high at all times 
with adjustments being made only on the supply side as is done in the 
steel and auto industries, for example. 

_ But even more important the family farmer whose labor, ingenuity, 
independence, and productivity have brought about a situation in 
which less than 10 percent of our population produce enough to fur- 
nish the country with the best and richest diet in all history, to say 
nothing of providing mountains of surplus foods with which to feed 
the rest of the world’s hungry people, this valuable and irreplace- 
able national resource will have disappeared. In order to prevent this 
dire occurrence from taking place it is of the utmost importance that 
we poultrymen are given the machinery to regulate our industry on 
a national basis. Such machinery, of course, would be provided by the 
legislation under consideration, the National Poultry Stabilization 


Act. 
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I noticed, Mr. Chairman, when I got here today that the president 
of NEPCO, the Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, has been 
listed as a witness. Our organization is a dues-paying member of 
NEPCO. Ido not know what his testimony will be. I do not know 
how they have arrived at whatever opinion they will present. 

I would like to point out that our organization has over 300 poul- 
try farmers in it and we support this legislation, and I would not like 
to think that the one poll which NEPCO runs every year, in which 
they tabulate the results, which they evaluate, that they would accord 
that the same status that they accord our vote which represents over 
300 independent farmers. 

Thank you. 

Senator McCartiy. Thank you. 

The Department of Agriculture suggests an advisory committee 
outside of Government. If this can be brought about. I assume that 
you would not object to having the Department of Agriculture do 
that? 

Mr. Miuisrern. Mr. Miller, the representative from California, 
made certain comments with regard to that. I, certainly, would go 
along with his point of view on that. 

Senator McCarriy. Thank you again. 

Mr. Mitistrern. Thank you. 

Senator McCarrnuy. Our next witness is Mr. Martin Klein of the 
Central Connecticut Cooperative Farmers Association, Madison, 
Conn. 

I would presume that the statement that you will give will be ap- 
preciated by Mr. Bowles, the representative from your State. Al- 
though he is not present, I am sure that he would be glad to be here 
to hear you. 

Mr. Krier. I am sure that Mr. Bowles will be very much interested 
in it. 

Senator McCarruy. He was not able to be here. 


STATEMENT OF MARTIN KLEIN, CENTRAL CONNECTICUT COOPER- 
ATIVE FARMERS ASSOCIATION, MADISON, CONN., ALSO REPRE- 
SENTING THE INDEPENDENT POULTRYMEN OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Kier. Mr. Chairman, I am not only representing the Central 
Connecticut Cooperative Farmers of Manchester, Conn., but, also, the 
independent poultrymen of Connecticut. 

My remarks will be brief. I realize that the members of this com- 
mittee are well aware of what has been happening to the farmers in 
recent years, not only poultry farmers but others as well. You know 
how farm income has gone down and down, how far farm costs have 
gone up and up and how farm-to-market spreads have grown wider 
and wider. The farmers also know about this through first-hand ex- 
perience. We poultry farmers have been hit particularly hard; the 
poultry crisis has been especially acute, both deeper and longer than 
for most farm commodities; and yet it would seem that less has been 
done to try to relieve distress in the poultry industry than in perhaps 
any other sector of the economy. 

What puzzles us is why nothing is done. Have we lost the will to 
act, even to lift a finger? During the last 4 years, distress has con- 
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tinued to mount, more and more poultry farmers have gone broke 
and those remaining have found it increasingly difficult to feed both 
our birds and our families—usually, it has been our families whose 

‘ations have been cut in order to pay the feed bills for the birds. Let 
me cite a few cases that I know about : 

Two poultry farmers recently walked away from their farms, just 
left their birds and their homes, taking with them only their families 
and what they could carry. <As a poultryman myself, I know that 
they did not want to do this, to leave their birds without feed and 
water, but were forced to do it out of despair. 

At a poultry conference that I attended, several farmers from dif- 
ferent parts of the country told about suicides that had occurred in 
their areas. They had known these farmers in better times and had 
never thought that any of them would be reduced to such straits. 

Insolvent poultrymen are told by real estate brokers in many places 
that there is no point in advertising for the sale of poultry farms. It 
is a waste of time and money, as no buyers can be found, and unless 
the land can be diverted into other uses, the poultryman must face 
stark bankruptcy. 

In their search for some form of help, poultry farmers have been 
looking everywhere, holding grassroot meetings and even making trips 
to W ashington for committee hearings such as these. Just recently 
we saw that the representatives of 1,000 poultry farmers in New Jersey 
met with the president of the Teamsters Union, James R. Hoffa, and 
asked for a local charter. As one of these farmers put it. “We are fod 
up with the failure of farm organizations and elected offici: ig in 
Washington to do anything.” 

Now please do not get me wrong. I know that the plight of the 
poultry farmers has not gone entirely unnoticed, that many groups, 
farm, civic, local merchants, church and labor—have offered symp: ithy 
and support; also, that some members of this committee have backed 
our cause. I know, for example, that Senator Humphrey has on many 
occasions traveled long dist: ances and braved heavy snowstorms to meet 
with poultry farmers ‘and discuss their problems. We. poultry farm- 
ers, are not unappreciative of these efforts. What we would like to 
know is who is blocking these efforts, why don’t recommendations get 
out of committee, and if any of them do, why doesn’t Congress act on 
them, either for or against? The game of blaming Benson for ever v- 
thing is wearing thin, for surely Cc ongress can, if it wants to, order 
Benson to put a particular program into effect and make the program 
mandatory. 

Perhaps we poultry farmers, who have been in dire straits for so 
long, may now seem to you a bit impatient. Let me point out, how- 
ever , that a good deal has been said about the virtues of “free enter- 
prise” as a solution for farm problems. Yet, we, poultry farmers, 
have had quite a bit of experience with “free enterprise”—we are 
among the few who can truly claim to be bona fide “free enterprisers.’ 
Unlike others whose “free enterprise” has been of a monopoly char- 
acter, supported by fast writeoffs of taxes or cost-plus Government 
contracts, we have not even had the benefit of “flexible” price sup- 
ports. Under the circumstances, it would seem that our Secretary 
of Agriculture might be expected to speak out in our behalf, to rally 
in our defense; but on the contrary he has used Federal funds to en- 
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courage the growth of vertical integration, which is certainly no boon 
to free enterprise but a further move in the direction of agribusiness 
monopoly. 

When Benson was appointed to office 7 years ago, as I recall, some of 
you, Senators, asked him if he believed in price supports and, after 
artful dedging, he did say that he thought supports should be used 
to prevent price “collapse. ” Yet, we poultry farmers have suffered a 
prolonged price collapse and our Secretary of Agriculture has come 
forward with no price supports, flexible or inflexible. 

Originally, the excuse given by our Secretary of Agriculture for 
not supporting egg prices was that eggs are a perishable commodity 
and therefore cannot feasibly be stored. I think that you gentlemen 
will agree that eggs laid by chickens in Canada are much the same 
as ours. If Canada can put a support floor under eggs I do not see 
why our officials cannot think up some way of doing | the same thing. 
If Benson objects to calling it the Brannan plan, we would be willing 
to call it the Benson plan. 

So far, the only poultry program that our Secretary of Agriculture 
has found acceptable to his “free enterprise” philosophy is that of 
buying dried eggs. Poultrymen find it h: ird to understand why the 
pure hase of dried eges from Swift & Co. is “free enterprise” while 
the purchase of shell eggs from poultry farmers is not. The $414 
million spent on this program is a total waste of funds. Benson him- 
self has admitted that it can do nothing at all to improve the prices 
paid to egg farmers, and I recall that Senator Humphrey went even 
further in some of his comments on this ridiculous program. What 
poultrymen cannot understand is why, in the light of these admis- 
sions and disclosures, does Congress permit suc “h folly. Surely, it 
would be just as sensible to put the money in the nose cone of a space 
rocket and to pray that it may benefit poultrymen on the moon. 

Poultry farmers need immediate assistance and one measure that 
could be put into effect immediately would be the purchase of shell 
eggs for distribution through the school lunch program and to persons 
on welfare. Secretary Benson has objected to the distribution of 
shell eggs through school lunch program because, so he says, it would 
cut into current “purchases of shell eggs by the schools from private 
dealers. This is the same old objection. that is always raised—it 
was raised against the special milk program even though, as events 
showed, the s} special milk program made it possible for more children 
to drink more milk. Similarly, with shell eggs, it would be possible, 
given a little good will, to get a distr ibution | program rolling. Sen- 
ator Byrd made a report last year on conditions prevailing in West 
Virginia’s mining areas. He found that one person out of every 

eight in West Virginia is without a means of livelihood and depend- 
ent on welfare, he criticized the skimpy menu provided by the sur- 
plus food distribution program, and he pointed out that many schools 
had shut down their cafeterias and abolished school lunch programs 
altogether because they were unable to afford the growing number of 
free lunches. Surely, the distribution of shell eggs would be a boon, 
both to persons on welfare and to the school children, especially so 
since eggs are a convenient, well-balanced and high-protein food. To 
the objection that Benson would not carry this out, let me point out 
that Congress ordered Benson to buy “red meat,” and the same pro- 
cedure could be followed for eggs. 
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In addition to immediate short-run measures, we need a long-range 
program for poultry production and marketing. Secretary Benson’ 
claim that the situation will cure itself has not worked during his 
years in office and there is no reason to believe that it ever will. He has 
continued to blame the surplus problem on the so-called small and 
inefficient farmers, those who produce the least, but the fact of the mat- 
ter is that the poultry crisis eliminated the small, inefficient poultry- 
man long ago. The poultrymen going broke these days are not small 
but are family sized commercial operators who know how to get the 
largest possible number of eggs out of a bird with the least amount of 
feed. These farmers and their families have made a great contribu- 
tion to our economy and we should not allow their skills, energies, and 
ambitions to be flushed down the drain. 

According to the newspapers, farmers are not in agreement on what 
should be done and therefore it is hard for Congress to decide what 
kind of legislation to enact. Let me say that so far as poultrymen are 
concerned, I think that such reports are misleading. Most poultrymen 
believe that almost anything would be better than what we have now 
and there are several good bills that have been introduced in Congress, 
any one of which would be helpful. 

While opinions m: vy differ on details, there is no major disagreement 
on the need for stablization and price supports, and while some poul- 
trymen think that Congress cannot be persuaded to approve a stabili- 
zation program with supports and are, therefore, prepared to start out 
with only a stabilization program, nearly all would agree that a pro- 
gram of stablization with price supports would be more effective. 

In closing, therefore, I would like to call to your attention some of 
these bills. Poultry farmers whom I have talked to regard the Na- 
tional Poultry Stabilization Act, S. 2516, introduced “by Senators 
Humphrey, McCarthy, Engle, and Williams, as a step in the right 
direction, a minimum step, which would help to eliminate some of the 
current havoc and make possible siore orderly marketing of our 
product. The cost to the Government would be small since the burden 
of regulation would be borne by the producers and no Federal price 
supports would be afforded. 

Another bill that we approve of is the Family Farm Program De- 
velopment Act, also introduced by Senator Humphrey and offering a 
comprehensive program for agriculture as a whole. 

We also endorse the various Brannan-type bills, some 16 of which 
were recently introduced in the House, for we believe that the Bran- 
nan type of program is the most sane and sensible kind of program 
to be found. It is fair to both consumer and producer; it eliminates 
the need for costly storage programs; and it can be formulated, as in 
Canada, to provide help for the farmers who need help, instead of 
subsidizing the processors, big storage interests, vertical integrator. 
and agr ibusiness. 

Before all of the family size poultry farmers of our country are 
eliminated, we urge Congress to pass remedial legislation along these 
lines. 

Senator McCarruy. Thank you very much, Mr. Klein. 

Mr. Kier. Mr. Chairman, I did not know whether you have any 
questions, but you spoke this morning, in discussion with Mr. Miller, 
on marketing, and I had a statement here prepared for a hearing 
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which is to be held, which I received an invitation from Congressman 
Lester Johnson of Wisconsin, chairman of the Poultry and Dairy 
Subcommittee of the House Agriculture Committee, to attend. That 
hearing was canceled. 

Congressman Bowles asked me if I could attend. I prepared a 
statement which definitely substantiates the manipulations going on. 
Would you care for me to read this ¢ 

Senator McCarruy. I prefer that you put it in the record at this 
point. 

Mr. Kuer. All right. I will do that. 

(The prepared statement follows :) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARTIN KLEIN 


Few kind words are spoken or written about egg marketing and pricing. Even 
the most ardent champions of “free enterprise” in agriculture are loathe to claim 
that our egg markets are models of perfection that should be emulated by the 
rest of the economy. Though Secretary Benson is offering “free enterprise” as a 
cureall for the problems of agriculture, we, egg producers, who have been enjoy- 
ing its blessings for so long, can assure other farmers that it isn’t all that it’s 
cracked up to be. 

Everyone knows that egg prices are manipulated, even though few are so 
impolite as to say this in print. If anyone does doubt it, however, he should 
note the recent action taken against Fox DeLuxe Foods, Inc., a Chicago wholesale 
egg and poultry dealer, which has been suspended from trading on the Chicago 
exchange for a 1-year period. Ina release put out on February 9 of this year, 
the Department of Agriculture not only charged Fox DeLuxe Foods with 
“manipulation” of egg prices but termed the manipulation “flagrant, deliberate, 
and extensive in scope.” We who are egg farmers are glad to see that even the 
Department of Agriculture can, on occasion, detect flagrant acts of manipulation 
in the egg market; but two questions are puzzling: (1) If the manipulations by 
Fox DeLuxe Foods took place in 1953 and were repeated “on a much larger scale 
in 1956,” why did it take until 1960 for the USDA’s Commodity Exchange Au- 
thority to suspend trading privileges? (2) Did the CEA single out Fox DeLuxe 
Foods for punishment because its manipulation was, as charged, “for the purpose 
of pressuring upward” egg prices, or does the CEA sometimes take action against 
manipulators who pressure egg prices downward? Perhaps egg farmers see 
things from a different perspective than our Secretary of Agriculture but it has 
been the downward pressure by manipulators that has been bothering us most. 

Poultrymen have long complained about the egg markets and the so-called egg 
quotations from these markets. We know that the quotations usually under- 
state the actual market value of eggs and are deliberately put below the going 
market level because the returns to egg farmers are geared to these quotations. 
Proof of this is not hard to find. The very fact that farmers are commonly paid 
a premium over and above the quotations indicates that the quotations are 
“vimmicked.”” When we listen to these market quotations on our radios, we 
wonder whether “payola” is limited to disk jockeys and quiz programs. What 
we find particularly surprising, even disheartening, is that the USDA’s market 
quotations on eggs are usually worse, further off-beam, and consistently lower 
than those of the private reporters. 

Even the U.S. Department of Agriculture admits that egg quotations on the 
Chicago and New York markets are neither representative nor accurate. A 
study put out by the Agricultural Marketing Service in 1959 on “Pricing Eggs 
in Central Markets” by Norris T. Pritchard, agricultural economist, said of the 
New York market: 

“The extremely small volume of trading and the small number of active 
traders in eggs on the exchange have raised serious questions of the ‘representa- 
tiveness’ of this trading. In other words, the accuracy of the quotations in es- 
tablishing market values is in doubt.” 

Similarly of the Chicago exchange, this study declared : 

“The extremely small volume of trading on the exchange spot call and the 
limited number of traders—mainly a few wholesalers and egg breakers—raises 
serious doubts as to the importance and accuracy of Chicago egg quotations and 
as to the wisdom of continuing spot call trading facilities on the exchange.” 
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In response to complaints by poultrymen, the Farm Journal sent one of its 
editors, Claude W. Gifford, to look at the Mercantile Exchange in New York's 
Wall Street area and see how egg prices are determined. Writing in the Sep- 
tember 1959 issue, Gifford said : 

“This is hard to believe, but a handful of traders—who operate in a few crusty 
old buildings near the New York waterfront—pretty much set the price that you 
get for eggs. And these men get ‘the word’ from one man—either bespectacled, 
courtly Gordon Urner or nephew Frank.” 

They run the private, 102-year-old Urner-Barry price-reporting service that 
issues the daily “word” on egg prices. This price is followed in fixing returns to 
poultymen not only in the New York area but over a large part of the Nation. 
Editor Gifford was surprised to find that the New York exchange was open for 
only 15 minutes, that during 10 of the 15 minutes nothing happened and that only 
50 cases of eggs were sold during this less-than-spirited day of trading. These 
50 cases were sold at 42 cents a dozen but, much to the surprise of Editor Gifford, 
Frank Urner posted the price at 41 cents for the Nearby Extra Fancy Heavy 
Whites. When Editor Gifford asked “How come?” he says that Frank Urner 
replied, ““We've been in this egg business 102 vears and we've learned that the 
egg trade wants one flat price * * *” When Gifford pressed his questioning 
further and asked, “But why do you quote prices one-half to 2 cents lower than 
sales or bids on the Exchange, such as I've just seen?” Frank Urner replied, “We 
do our best to prevent unnecessary daily price variation—that’s part of our 
function. We don't like to be thought of as price regulators but you can’t get 
away from some of that.” 

I do not know what kind of legislation this committee is considering or what 
it will recommend to improve egg market facilities. Personally, I do not think 
that much can be accomplished by trying to change a few rules on the commodity 
exchanges or by adding some mechanical “gimmicks.” We are dealing with a 
problem in monopoly pricing, a big problem, and in the case of eggs as in other 
farm commodities, we see that prices to the farmers are being pushed down 
while, at the same time, farm-to-market price spreads continue to widen. Though 
Secretary Benson has sought to excuse these ever-widening spreads by claiming 
that the housewife insists upon extra processing, fancier cellophane packaging 
and pre-cooking or freezing, we know that this is not the explanation for wider 
margins on eggs. Nowadays the poultryman does much of the work, such as 
sizing and grading, that was formerly done by the middlemen but the share of 
the egg dollar going to the farmer has continued to shrink. 

Our neighbors to the North of us, the Canadians, seem to be far ahead of us 
in doing something about the egg problem. Although our officials have, for 
example, spurned the so-called Brannan Plan which some of them have called 
“immoral” except perhaps when used on wool, the Canadians have applied this 
sort of program to eggs. Moreover, they have decided that they don’t like 
vertical integration or agribusiness, even if our agricultural officials do, and they 
have therefore geared their price support programs to the needs of the small 
and family-size farms, withholding payments from the integrated and large- 
scale farms. If the Canadians can do this, I don’t see why we can't here. Yet 
our Secretary of Agriculture has, for many years, been trying to make us believe 
that, because eggs are perishable, it is impossible to devise a support program 
for eggs in the shell and, therefore, he must limit his support efforts to the meat- 
packers and processors, buying only dried eggs. 

The egg farmers are in trouble, serious trouble. They need all the help 
they can get as quickly as possible in order to survive. No one claims that a 
price support program will solve all the problems of the egg farmers but it is 
certainly the quickest and most effective way of redressing the present unbalance 
in the egg market. 

In addition to a direct payment plan whereby egg farmers would be paid 
the difference between what they get in the market and a desginated “fair” 
oo 2 a meee ceneas , propose the following for consid- 
eration by this committee: 
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Egg prices and price spreads ' 





Retail Facm- Farmer’s Retail Farm- Farmer’s 
price per retail | share price per retail | share 

dozen | spread dozen spread 

Cents Cents Percent } Cents Cents | Percent 
ais olnints 57.1 19.1 67 1955 a 58. 1 18.0 | 69 
stickies 69.7 | 20.3 71 aia 57.7 | 17.9 69 
1952.... 63.6 20.4 68 1957 . 54.9 18.3 67 
DE icinh takin | 66.8 17.8 73 || 1958......- 57.9 } 18. 4 68 
Pia iauientnias i. 2 18.7 67 || 1959 | 50.9 19.0 63 


5. 7 | ail camesa 


! “Marketing and Transportation Situation,’’ Feb. 4, 1960, USDA. 


Senator McCarruy. I appreciate very much your being here. Is 
there any other statement that you wish to make / 

Mr. Kern. I do not have any other material offhand. 

I have a letter from a friend of mine in Ashland, Ala., who received 
a report from Senator John Sparkman of Alabama, who writes to 
him on what would happen if Benson’s plan to cut out all price sup- 
ports and controls would occur, and he talks about cotton, corn, pea 
nuts, and so forth. 

He says that as far as cotton is concerned, the following, he makes 
the projection from 1960 to 1965, and he says that there would be a 
47 percent increase in cotton, compared with 1955-57, and prices would 
drop from 4 to 7 cents a pound. 

In corn, as you know, we have no controls, and acreage is going up 
and prices are going to be down or they are down at the present. 

So far as peanuts are concerned, he says it is 22 percent up in acre- 
age, and the price will be 46 percent down within the next 5, years. 

“As to eggs and poultry, he says that there will be one-fifth more pro- 
duced, and prices would be down 25 percent in comparison to the 1955- 
57 period. 

sroilers would have an increase of 57 percent in production and 
prices would be down 29 percent. 

Net farm income by 1965 would be down to about $7 billion. 

That is all I have at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCartruy. Mr. Benson’s suggestion to eliminate controls 
has not been borne out in the poultry industry, has it 

Mr. Kier. [agree with you w holeheartedly. Mr. Benson has only 
slid in one direction in price supports. 

The Democratic Digest said that adjustments lead to bankruptcy. 
And he talks of adjustments. We do not agree with this theological 
approach that, “You leave it to me and I will take you into the King- 
dom of Heaven.” This is just not true. We are going bankrupt. 
Something is drastically wrong. 

Our problem here is that we are overproducing, that we have an 
abundance and we canot make a living. 

Miners in West Virginia, from all reports, are starving. 

The President, I am happy to see, in his budget increased by $200 
million foreign aid. How much of that will help these underdeveloped 
people who are starving? 

We have all of these surpluses. I have a clipping here from the 
Food Agricultural Organization of the United Nations and they say 
that feast and famine statistics show that the world food production 
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in the 1958-59 crop year reached a record level, but most of the in- 
crease went into surplus stocks instead of into consumption. 
There is something basically, drastically wrong. 


STATEMENT FILED BY HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Eneur. Mr. Chairman, I want to express my strong support 
for S. 2516, to provide for stabilization and orderly marketing in the 
poultry industry. As a cosponsor of this legislation, I believe it would 
contribute significantly to stability in the poultry industry. And this 
stability would be achieved in a democratic fashion since producers in 
each industry would have to agree to marketing and production quotas 
or even promotion methods before they would go into effect. , 

I am pleased to note that this bill pagan “self-help” marketing 

and promotion programs for eggs, chickens, and turkeys. This legis- 
lation would set up procedures to permit growers to work with the 
Agriculture Department to bring production and market supply in 
better balance with market needs so as to avoid future excessive sup- 
ylies. Tam aware of the many problems involved in perfecting this 
egislation so that it will best meet the needs of the poultry industry. 
I do not claim to be an expert in this area but hope that the committee 
will give Mr. W. J. Kuhrt their careful attention when he testifies oi 
the specific provisions of the bill. He is the assistant director of the 
California State Department of Agriculture and well qualified to 
discuss all technical aspects of the legislation as well as the cverall 
reasons for its need. 

My thanks, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to present my views 
in support of S. 2516. 

Senator McCarry. Our next witness is Mr. William J. Kuhrt. 
He is assistant director, California Department of Agriculture of 
Sacramento, Calif. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. KUHRT, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, CALI- 
FORNIA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 


Mr. Keurr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much this opportu- 
nity to appear here today, and I would like an opportunity after my 
prepared statement is finished to comment. a little bit on the testimony 
here, although I cannot take a partisan position on it. 

My name is William J. Kuhrt, assistant director, California De- 
partment of Agrciulture. Iam here in response to suggestions from 
members of the committee and from various segments of the poultry, 
egg and turkey producers in our State. I am here not so much as a 
partisan proponent of any bill, but to be of as much service as I can 
to your committee in appraising the economic situation confronting 
the egg, fryer and turkey industries, and to discuss the need for, and 
the form of legislation required to improve this very serious stiuation. 

For the past several years, our Department has been concerned over 
the unstable marketing situations confronting our egg, fryer, and 
turkey producers. Last. spring we witnessed a situation where for 
several weeks large Grade A eggs brought only 23-24 cents per dozen, 
and 12-13 cents per dozen for small Grade A. With costs per dozen 
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at about 33 cents per dozen, our egg producers were taking a loss of 
nearly 10 cents per dozen on the large sizes and more on the medium 
and small sizes. 

Egg prices improved somewhat later on seasonally, but the current 
situation again now indicates another period of less-than-cost prices 
during the spring of 1960. 

Serious economic conditions also confront the fryer producers, not 
only in California but elsewhere. The May 1959 national average 
price to producers was 16 cents per pound. This was below cost in 
any section of the country and several cents per pound lower than cost 
in most important producing sections. Fryer prices remain in a de- 
pressed condition in most sections of the country. 

As to turkeys, the records show that for ‘the past several years 
turkey prices have been in a 7 pI condition. Late in 1959, after 
most commercial producers had sold their crops, prices improved for 
a short period. 1959 prices overall were not adequate and the current 
“Intentions to Raise” indicate another large crop and very likely low 
prices in 1960. 

I have the official report of the Federal State Crop Reporting Serv- 
ice which report supports the statements which I have just made. 
These are the official Federal State Crop Report figures that we have 
prepared in our department. The reports cover ‘the situation with 

respect to turkeys, egg prices received by farmers in California and in 
the : nited States, egg prices received by producers on the ranches in 
the San Joaquin V alley for a long period of time, and then a final 
report. which shows the price trend affecting fryers, hens, eggs, young 
hen turkeys and toms. And they are as they have been recorded in 
California. 
I would like, if you please, that you have this data before you, be- 
cause I think, Senator McCarthy, that those trends show more c¢ learly 
and more graphically the situation as it has prevailed over a number 
of years. 

Altogther, official records show that the egg, fryer and turkey pro- 
ducers, not only in California but in most producing sections of the 
United States, have not been in a healthy or stabilized economic con- 
dition for several years. During this period, many producers, espe- 
cially those with limited capital, the independent family farmer, have 
either been forced out of business or have become heavily indebted to 
feed companies and other suppliers. 

It is thus evident that the egg, fryer, and turkey producers of the 
country need some assistance. They need assistance in controlling 
seasonal oversupplies and in stabilizing prices; they need assistance 
in providing a quality product to consumers; they need assistance 
in promoting their products, not only for their own benefit, but to help 
consumers to use more of these economical and nutritious products. 

The answer does not lie with the formation of more or larger co- 
operatives, for while such farmer organizations can help in market- 
ing the farmers’ products, they cannot cope with problems such as a 
national surplus or the need for nationwide promotion of a product. 

Nor has integration helped with these problems. Instead, in so 
many instances, “the prime mover in the integration program is a feed 
company, intent on selling more feed and supplies, and whose pri- 
mary source of income and profit is not from the sale of eggs, fryers, 
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or turkeys, but from the sale of feed and other supplies. In fact, there 
is much evidence to indicate that the poultry and turkey producers’ 
problems of overproduction have become more pronounced as inte- 
gration has become more widely developed. 

It is my opinion that since most of the current marketing problems 
are national in scope, the most effective approach must come through 
Federal legislation with nationwide application of the necessary reg- 
ulatory provisions. Such legislation should be of the enabling type, 
since it would be very difficult, if not impossible, to draft legislation 
carrying all of the regulations that might be necessary to help these 
three groups of producers. 

What I mean there, Mr. Chairman, is that it would be very difficult 
to write into a piece of legislation all of the necessary regulations with 
regard to the various regulatory features, that is, into one piece of 
legislation, because once it is in the legislation, it is difficult to change 
it. 

Economic conditions change rapidly, and there must be a quick and 
rapid method of changing regulations from time to time in order that 
they may always fit the economic conditions as they may exist. 

Instead the legislation should enable producers in each of these 
three groups to develop their own programs with the regulations 
needed to do the job. 

The legislation should include regulatory authority to control sur- 
pluses, and stabilize marketing, to establish a satisfactory level of 
quality, to provide authority and funds to carry on promotion pro- 
grams and to carry on and to coordinate needed research. The legis- 
lation should be on a genuine self-help basis, with producers of each 
product responsible for developing their program, administering it as 
far as legally possible, and bearing the costs of their programs without 
any drain on the Federal Treasury. 

Now, in suggesting these features in legislation, I am not relying 
upon untried theory. In California, we have had a considerable ex- 
perience in coping with marketing problems of the character which 
now harass the poultry and turkey industries. Since 1937, we have 
had the California Marketing Act under which our commodity groups 
are able to set up and operate self-help marketing programs which help 
to stabilize these various agricultural industries. Under this law, pro- 
ducers are able to control surpluses, establish proper standards of 
quality, carry on educational and promotional programs to increase 
consumption and to arrange for needed research in problems of pro- 
duction, processing, and distribution. 

In California, each program is designed to meet the marketing 
problems of the group, the most frequent use being made of quality 
standards, promotion, and research. More than 30 of our important 
agricultural groups are not organized and operating under this act. 

Marketing programs under our California Marketing Act are truly 
self-help programs. They are initiated by producers, and producer 
cooperatives, and sometimes with the cooperation of handlers; they 
are voted into effect by producers; each program is administered by 
an advisory board composed of producers, and at times handlers, 
nominated by each group and appointed by our State director of agri- 
culture; each program is self-financing through an industry assess- 
ment. sufficient to provide all funds needed to carry out the program. 
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No State tax moneys are used in any phase of the program, includ- 
ing the costs of supervision by our department and of litigation by 
the office of our State attorney general. 

We have found from experience that where the primary responsi- 
bility for solving such marketing problems rests with the producers 
and handlers themselves rather than with government, the farm 
people accept this responsibility and use their knowledges and abilities 
to develop successful solutions. 

Thus, each agricultural group is able to work out its own marketing 
problems, asking from government only technical and legal advice 
and general overall supervision and protection of the public interest. 
We believe very strongly that these principles of self-help and accept- 
ance of responsibility by agricultural producers can be adapted to 
the solution of nationwide agricultural marketing problems. In fact, 
they are operating to a considerable extent on a limited group of 
agricultural products—mostly fruits, vegetables, and milk—under the 
Federal Marketing Agreement Act. 

Califonia poultry producers have not attempted solution of their 
surplus problems under our State act because these problems are 
national in scope, and growers in one State would be foolhardy to 
try to stabilize their own production into line with market demands 
with potential surpluses in surrounding States. Our turkey pro- 
ducers have carried on a promotion program for several years with 
unexpected success, but it has not been sufficient to offset the depessed 
prices resulting from nationwide overproduction. 

Turning now to the bill before the comittee, S. 2516, by Senator 
Humphrey, I believe this bill contains most of the provisions and 
principles which we have found to be necessary and sound over the 
years since 1937. Of course, some of the provisions had to be adapted 
for use on a national scale. 

One of these is the arrangement for the selection of a program 
formulation committee for each product so as to provide a definite 
means of starting the development of a program. Another is the 
use of the referendum, rather than assent procedures to obtain pro- 
ducer approval. We use the assent procedure in our programs in 
California, but it would be very expensive, as well as time consuming, 
to use that method on a nationwide basis. 

I might add on products like turkeys and eggs and fryers that are 
produced in so many parts of the United States. 

Furthermore, the referendum procedure of two-thirds of the pro- 
ducers voting in the referendum has been used for Federal marketing 
agreements and orders for many years, and apparently has worked 
out quite well. 

During the past few months, I have had certain fears expressed 
concerning a bill of this type. I should like to comment briefly on 
three points: 

First, there are some producers who fear that the surplus or pro- 
duction control provisions of the bill might be used to curtail new 
and expanding areas. This kind of fear often exists, especially with 
groups inexperienced with self-help marketing programs. 

Our experience shows that program formulation committees, if 
fairly constituted, do not ride roughshod over the sound and fair 
rights of any important group, even if they are in the minority, nor 
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could the Secretary, or his legal counsel, approve a program for 
referendum if it contained illegal or unfair provisions. Finally, the 
program must be approved in the referendum. 

If a program must be approved in a referendum, it must have the 
general approval of a very high proportion of all the producers in the 
country ; otherwise it could not be made effective. 

A second fear expressed is that a nationwide program for eggs, 
or fryers, or turkeys, would be too cumbersome and expensive to 
develop and to administer. I must admit that it would be a difficult 
and arduous task to organize and develop a successful program for 
uny one of these three groups. But if we are to face the task of devel- 
oping effective economic programs by democratic methods, we have 
no chonce but to face into the storm and do the best we can. And the 
development of programs by these methods is so much to be preferred 
over the alternative; namely, the top-down autocratic method, that it 
certainly warrants a fair trial by producers themselves. 

Lastly, there are those who arouse the fear or specter of socialism 
or Government control of business. 

Any real student of government knows that legislation and pro- 
grams of this kind are a long way from socialism. Actually, they 
operate to improve and stabilize the economic climate in which our 
free enterprise system can operate more effectiveiy and fairly to the 
producer as well as the handler of farm products. 

I like to think of legislation of this kind as providing the frame- 
work under which farm producers are enabled to organize themselves 
for the effective solution of their economic problems, a sort of team- 
work between our agricultural industries and their Government for 
the benefit of all in the public interest. 

I doubt if this sort of teamwork is harmful to our free enterprise 
system and our democratic way of life. 

Now, sir, I have some telegrams that have come in to me which 
I would like to offer for the record, if I may. 

Senator McCarruy. They will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

(The telegrams are as follows:) 

BALDWIN PaRK, CALIF., February 23, 1960. 
WILLIAM J. KUHRT, 


issistant Director, California Department of Agriculture, 
Congressional Hotel, Washington, D.C.: 
Our family farmers heartily favor and support National Poultry Stabiliza- 
tion Act, Senate bill 2516. Will work for its success. 
JAMES E. LINEs, 
Chairman, Associated Farm Bureau Members of Baldwin Park. 


Beaumont, Cauir., February 24, 1960. 
WILLIAM J. Kunrt, 
Congressional Hotel, Washington, D.C.: 


Unconditional support for national poultry stabilization measures such as 
contained S. 2516 and H.R. 10355 voted by Cherry Valley Chamber of Commerce, 
San Gorgonio Pass Farm Bureau Center, Cherry Valley Poultry Section and 
Cherry Valley Egg Association. Poultry and eggs here a $5 million annual 
gross, backbone of area’s economy. Production controls seen as only way to 
bring sanity and order out of present insanity and chaos. Anarchy we have 
now in industry poor excuse for use of phrase “free enterprise.” Riverside 
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County Farm Bureau poultrymen voted, despite opposition all levels Farm Bu- 
rean machine, in favor of such legislation by better than 2 to 1. State Farm 
Bureau opposition contrary to members’ sentiment. 
Britt BARGER, 
President, Gorgonio Pass Farm Bureau Center and Poultry: Section; atso 
president, Cherry Valley Chamber of Commerce. 
JoHN V. PARKER, 
President, Cherry Valley Egg Association. 


SALDWIN PARK, CALir., February 24, 1960. 
WILLIAM KUHRT?, 
Congressional Hotel, Washington, D.C.: 

Resolved, That the Valley Poultrymen’s Cooperative, Baldwin Park, Calif., 
endorses, approves, and urges Congress to enact national enabling legislation for 
the poultry industry. 

ALEX SHIRKO, 
Secretary, Valley Poultrymen’s Cooperative. 


SALDWIN PARK, CALir., February 24, 1960. 
WILLIAM Kunrt, 
Congressional Hotel, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Whereas we believe since it has been widely announced through public hearings 
conducted by responsible investigators for our State and Federal Government, 
agricultural economists and marketing experts from our own University of Cali- 
fornia, California department of agriculture; and it is agreed there exists an 
oversupply of eggs that results in abuses of marketing and disastrous losses of 
approximately 10 cents per dozen below production costs to producers 

Whereas since we as producers both large and small cannot continue this sui- 
cidal race to increase production in hopes of seeing future profits, and that top 
down vertical integration creates a less favorable climate for protitable produc- 
tion coinciding with oversupply at ruinous price levels. 

Whereas the American Farm Bureau advocates that supplies of agricultural 
produtcion be compatible and mandatory to consumer demand of that product in 
this case eggs. 

Whereas the California department of agriculture endorses and urges poultry 
production be compatible and mandatory to consumer demand of that product in 
California Marketing Act for the real purpose on controlling their destinies and 
to regain for themselves the respect of bargaining power equal to that of the 
corporate poultry operation : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the San Gabriel Valley Poultry Center, Los Angeles County 
Farm Bureau meeting, at its February 22, 1960 meeting endorses, approves, and 
urges Congress to enact national enabling legislation embodying the spirit and 
effectiveness as provided in the California Marketing Act. 

MANNY WEIS, 
Chairman, San Gabriel Valley Poultry Center. 

Mr. Kuurer. I should, also, like to comment on three matters pre- 
sented here, some of them in the statement presented by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, which was supplied to me earlier this morning. 

There seems to be a fear on the part of the Secretary that in this 
particular bill, S. 2156, the powers of the Secretary, in his ability to 
supervise the operation under a bill of this kind, have been limited. 
And I believe that they used the words, “The powers of the Secretary 
have been limited to a veto power. 

I have read this bill over again in the light of that statement and 
there is really no foundation in this bill to support a statement of that 


sort because the entire operation of any one of these programs that 


might be set up must be under the supervision of the Secretary at all 
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times, and no regulation of any kind may be made etfective by express 
provisions of this act unless it has been approved by the Secretary. 
Therefore, L find it difficult to find support for that particular 
statement. 

I might refer, Mr. Chairman, to page 12 of the bill, point No. 7, in 
which there is an express prohibition that any pecan un may not be 
made effective—any provisions which would authorize or direct any 
action by the advisory board, which shall not be subject to the 
approval of the Secretary. 

To my mind that means that the Secretary will have complete 
supervision and control over the operations at all times. 

I should like to go one step further. 

Senator McCarrny. He does not want to do anything, anyway. 
Do you mean that it might leave him in the position of having only 
the veto power as to what might be suggested by someone else? We 
say that he ought to do something and he s says, “I cannot do anything 
unless you propose it.” Since he does not want to do anything, he 
is in no better or worse position with the veto power than he was in 
the first instance, is he / 

Mr. Kunrr. Well, sir, being an employee of the California De- 
partment of Agriculture and a civil servant employee, at that 
Senator McCarruy. I remember you said that you were not here 

in a partisan position. 

Mr. Kunrr. But I would like to say this, if there is any doubt 
whatsoever on the part of the Secretary as to his powers and rights 
to supervise the Bill which I am sure was intended,—and I can say 
that because some of us had something to do with the drafting of 
the legislation—may I suggest to the Chairman then that there be 
an inclusive par agraph introduced as an amendment specifically to 
state that the operations under any one of these programs shall be 
under the supervision of the Secretary of Agr iculture? 

I am sure no one intended that it might be otherwise. 

Of course, in a truly self-help program, the regulation should be 
initiated by the producers themselves. They should not come from 
the top down, because that tends to defeat the very essence of the self- 
help program. If that is the difficulty which bothers the Secretary, 
then I have no solution for it. 

The second point that has been discussed here, Mr. Chairman, has 
to do with a statement in the report that to the effect that there was 
a defect in this bill, because provision is not made for the holding of 
public hearings, such as are held with respect to Federal marketing 
agreements and orders on the local or regional marketing programs 
at this time. 

I would like to offer this suggestion: In any one of these three seg- 
ments of the poultry industry, since they are so widely scattered over 
the United States, the holding of the usual Federal hearings would 
necessitate, probably, at least 12 to 15 hearings for each one in order 
to enable local produc ers to participate. And those Federal hearings 
usually go on for 2 to 3 days. 

Hearings were not provided for in this bill for the simple reason 
that they did not seem to be feasible. It would require too many 
days of hearings, and would be a very expensive sort of thing. In- 
stead, the same thing can be accomplished, so far as having producers 
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understand the provisions of the program which is what they are 
going to have sent out to them, by sending the drafts of the program 
for eggs or fryers—we call them fryers in California and you call 
them broilers here—or turkeys, to the lie ers in the country and 
to allow them a period of a month or so to have local meetings, to 
discuss the provisions, and, if necessary, to make changes in the pro- 
posed programs for each and prior to the time that the Secretary 
sends the program out formally for assent procedures or for the 
referendum, as is provided here. 

But I frankly do not see how the farmer-type of official govern- 
mental hearing would be a practical approach here. I doubt if it is 
necessary from a legal standpoint. That is, if the other provisions of 
the law are carried out. 

The last point has to do with a statement in the Secretary's report 
dealing with the cost of the program. 

The ver y essence of a self-help program is that the producers them- 
selves will defray the cost of the program without any drain on the 
Federal Treasury. That is the intent of the program, and it was so 
drafted. 

If there is anything in the bill that, in any way, indicates that the 
Government must use tax funds to pay the costs of the advisory boards 
and the supervision and operation of these programs, then the bill 
needs to be clarified or amended in this particular point, because it, 
certainly, was not intended. 

When the producers in a particular industry, let us say the egg 
industry, start to develop a program, it will be necessary in the very 
beginning for the Secretary of Agriculture to appoint the members 
of “the program formulation committee for eggs and, probably, give 
some assistance to them through some of his technical people while 
they are meeting and developing the program. 

And I believe that original bill carried authority for the Secretary 
to take care of the expenses of these people while they are developing 
this program and in carrying on the referendum. 

But, thereafter, after the program for the egg industry becomes ef- 
fective, the only expense to the Federal Government would be the 
supervision which the Secretary and his technical people would ex- 
ercise over the operation of any one of these marketing programs. 
And that cost, in my judgment, would be rather small because it would 
not involve any of the costs of carrying out the promotion programs 
or the surplus control programs, the research work or anything else, 
because all of that is intended to be defrayed by the assessments pro- 
vided for in the bill itself. 

I think, sir, there is probably a misunderstanding on the part of 
the people i in the Secretary’s Office who reviewed the bill. 

Altogether, the bill, in my opinion, while it is in a different form 
than our C ‘alifornia marketing act, carries many, in fact, most of the 
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so-called self- help principles for which we have been using and prac- 
ticing there in California for many years, except that they are adapted 
to the national seale and will require a larger type of organization. 

Senator McCarruy. How well have they worked in California? 

Mr. Kunrr. No program works 100 percent. Each year we have 
a new group of our commodity people coming in. We have in process 
right now, I think, six new programs. We have in effect 34 programs 
ate now. Most of these people are in reasonably good shape. And 
if it were feasible to do anything for the poultry, or the fryer, egg, 
or the turkey people in California, we would have done so a long 
time ago, but the ae of these segments of the poultry industry 
are national in scope, and we have advised them against trying to do 
very much under a State law. The job is too big for the State law. 

Senator McCarruy. Thank you very much, Mr. Kuhrt. 

Mr. Kunurr. Thank you, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. The documents you referred to earlier will 
he made a part of the record at this point. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


FEDERAL-STATE MARKET NEWS SERVICE 


(U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agriculture Marketing Service, cooperating ; 
California Department of Agriculture) 


CALIFORNIA POULTRY AND LIVESTOCK PRICES TREND DOWNWARD IN 1959 


Prices paid to producers at principal California markets for poultry and live- 
stock items generally followed a downward trend in 1959 according to Federal- 
State Market News Service records. 

Light-type hen prices were the lowest in over 20 years. Live turkey price 
levels averaged below 1958 despite a sharp advance in December. Steer prices 
drifted downward most of the year though some advances were recorded in 
the early spring months and in December. However, the average level of prices 
for choice slaughter steers at Los Angeles was slightly above 1958. 

Producer price levels for major California poultry items in 1959 were mostly 
lower than in other recent years, in continuation of downward trends. Price 
levels for eggs, light hens, and fryers were the lowest since the early or mid 
1940's, and averaged only around half the post World War II peaks. Price 
levels for turkeys also averaged lower than in most years since the mid 1940’s 
but showed a sharp upturn late in 1959 as a result of good demand and rapid 
movement of this year’s large turkey crop. Heavy supplies, both nationally 
and in California, appeared the main factors influencing the low prices of 
1959. 

Livestock prices during 1959 mostly were lower than in 1958. While the 
average of daily price quotations for steers at Los Angeles was the highest 
since 1952, the increase over 1958 was slight, and a downward price trend pre- 
vailed much of the year. Hog prices dipped to the lowest annual average 
since 1945, and were 30 percent below 1958. Slaughter lamb prices in the 
Sacramento Valley for 1959 averaged the lowest in over a decade. Livestock 
slaughter nationally was above 1958, except for slaughter steers which were 
slightly below a year ago. The number of head of livestock slaughtered in 
California was above 1958 on all classes of meat animals. 

Brief comments and charts showing price trends for fryers, light-type hens, 
eggs, young hen turkeys, slaughter steers, hogs and slaughter lambs the past 
8 years are on the following pages. 
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FRYER PRICES LOWEST SINCE PRE-WORLD WAR II YEARS 


California fryer prices in 1959 continued the downward trend of other 
recent years and averaged the lowest since pre-World War II years. San 
Joaquin Valley fryer prices averaged around 17% cents in 1959, 40 percent be- 
low 1952 and the lowest since area prices were first reported in 1949. Monthly 
average prices in the San Joaquin Valley area in 1959 were the highest in 
August at just over 18% cents per pound and the lowest in October at just 
under 15 cents per pound. Daily prices fluctuated from a high of 20-22 cents 
in late January and again in February to a low of 14-16% cents in mid-October. 
United States placements of chicks for commercial fryer production through 
October were estimated at 1 percent above 1958. California placements were 
4 percent above the corresponding 10 months in 1958. As in other recent years 
the California fryer market was influenced principally by southeastern markets. 


NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 79 


LIGHT TYPE HENS 


SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY 


~* AT RANCH PRICES 





20 













10 
| 
| 
| | | | 
| } } 
th a ae. ie eae 
Std al ac ea 
ANNUAL AVERAGES | || MONTHLY AVERAGES | 
1952-1959 } ft | 1959 bY 
| m4 | | 
Pee Ub elec 
GC 4 es if L a i J 
1952 ‘53 ‘54 ‘55 ‘56 ‘57 ‘58 ‘SOJ F MAMJJASON OD 


i959 
FEDERAL STATE MARKET NEWS SERVICE [2-29-59 


LIGHT TYPE HEN PRICES DROP ONE-THIRD BELOW 1958 


The price received for light type hens by California farmers during 1959 
averaged the lowest in over 20 years. San Joaquin Valley growers received an 
average of less than 8 cents per pound in 1959, one-third lower than in 1958 and 
less than half the 1955 average. Monthly average prices for 1959 were the 
highest in February at 914 cents and thet lowest in December at just under 
6% cents per pound. Daily prices fluctuated between a high of 8-11 cents and 
a low of 6-7 cents per pound. Flock cullage was heavy during the spring and 
early summer and again in late fall, reflecting unusually low egg markets. 
Liberal supplies of fryers and other poultry throughout the year resulted in 
light demand for hens from retail outlets. Movement to canners and manu- 
facturers was heavy. 
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FEOERAL STATE MARKET NEWS SERVICE 12-29-59 


EGG PRICE TRENDS CONTINUE DOWNWARD 


California egg prices in 1959 averaged the lowest since the early 1$40’s. Egg 
prices have declined nearly every year since 1953, and in 1959 averaged nearly 
50 percent below the record high of 1951. Prices at ranch in the Fresno area for 
grade A large eggs in 1959 averaged just under 32 cents per dozen. Prices there 
were the lowest of records starting in 1949 when the Federal-State Market ‘News 
Service office was opened and appear to be the lowest since early in World 
War II. Monthly average prices for 1959 ranged from a high in January of 
3644 cents to a low in May of 24 cents. Daily prices were highest at 39-40 cents 
in January and for a short period in September, and lowest at 23-24 cents in 
May and June. The continued increase in production, both California and na- 
tional, contributed to the low prices. Although the numbers of layers on United 
States farms averaged slightly below 1958 the increased rate of lay this year 
resulted in a 3 percent increase in U.S. production. The rate of lay was near 
or above previous highs throughout 1959. During the spring months when price 
declines were the sharpest the rate of lay nationally was as much as 9 percent 
above 1958. 
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YOUNG HEN TURKEY PRICES LOW 


The simple average of prices to San Joaquin Valley turkey growers was 
2414 cents per pound for young hens during 1959. With the exception of 1957, 
prices averaged the lowest since records were started in 1950 and appeared to 
be the lowest since World War II. Monthly average prices for 1959 were 
lowest in July at 20% cents and were highest in December at 34% cents per 
pound. Prices advanced sharply in late November and December reflecting 
heavy movement into consumer channels for Thanksgiving; a faster than normal 
marketing of the crop and fewer turkeys remaining on farms after Thanksgiving ; 
cold storage holdings below 1958 levels; and the purchase of around 21%4 million 
pounds of dressed turkeys for the school lunch program. 

Prices for young toms in 1959 followed the trend of young hens quite closely. 
However, young tom prices were above young hen prices more often than usual, 
and the simple average for the season was unusually high in relation to the 
average for young hens. 
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SLAUGHTER STEER PRICES AVERAGE HIGI{EST SINCE 1952 DESPITE DECLINES 


Prices of slaughter steers at the Los Angeles terminal market averaged slightly 
above 1958, halting the sharply advancing price trend of the previous 2 years. 
A noticeable price decline was recorded through the summer and fall months of 
1959, but despite this decline the simple average price for the year was above 
1958 and the highest since 1952. The price of slaughter steers followed a pattern 
similar to that of other livestock during the last half of the year though price 
declines were less severe. Records of the California Crop and Livestock Re- 
porting Service indicate that the nationwide slaughter of cattle for the first 
10 months of 1959 was 4 percent below the corresponding months of 1958. In 
California cattle slaughter during the same period was 3 percent above 1958. 
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HOG PRICES AT LOS ANGELES LOWEST SINCE 1945 


Prices of hogs declined steadily at the Los Angeles terminal market in 1959 
in continuation of a trend started in 1958. While prices did not fall as low as 
in the very sharp price break of the last half of 1955, the simple average for the 
year was the lowest since 1945. The simple average price of Choice No. 1-3 
barrows and gilts at Los Angeles during 1959 was only $15.64 per hundredweight, 
about $6.25 or 30 percent below the simple average for 1958. Monthly average 
prices in 1959 were the highest in January at $18.30 per hundredweight. They 
declined nearly every month and were the lowest in December at $12.94 per 
hundredweight. This declining price trend at Los Angeles followed a national 
pattern as the market level for hogs in the midwestern Corn Belt area dominates 
the high price structure throughout most of the Nation. Contributing to the 
price decline was the increased supply of hogs. Records of the California Crop 
and Livestock Reporting Service indicate that nationwide slaughter of hogs 
for the first 10 months of 1959 was 12 percent above the same months of 1958. 
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SLAUGHTER LAMBS 
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SLAUGHTER LAMB PRICES LOWEST IN 13 YEARS 


Slaughter lamb prices in 1959 were the lowest since 1946. The simple average 
price of Choice slaughter lambs at Dixon was $19.20 per hundredweight in 
1959, or $3.50 below South San Francisco prices for 1958, and $14 or 42 percent 
below the South San Francisco record high in 1951. Monthly average prices at 
Dixon in 1959 were the highest in June at $21.70 per hundredweight. Prices 
then declined and were lowest in December at around $17.25. Records of the 
California Crop and Livestock Reporting Service indicate that the nationwide 
slaughter of sheep and lambs for the first 10 months of 195¥ was 8 percent above 
the corresponding months of 1958 but was 7 percent below the 5-year, 1953-57 
average for these 10 months. Slaughter in California was 13 percent above the 
corresponding 10 months of 1958 and 4 percent above the 5-year, 1953-57 average 
for these months. 
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[Cents per dozen] 


Egg prices received by farmers, California and United States, 1957-59 























California United States 
Month ™ va 
1957 1958 1959 1957 1958 1959 
NS ccc cnedinieen mambo’ 37.0 43.1 | 38. 1 33.2 | 38.9 36.4 
I aa Re es 37.0 39.6 | 39.7 32.7 | 36.6 35.4 
SII st ssnknasinseiniaicadilindatnadniaind 33.0 | 41.4 36.6 30.4 | 10.8 33.8 
Ee ee re tae 33.5 | 38.9 29.4 30.4 | 37.4 28. 1 
a ect ata Rates laibenie 30.5 35.9 | 25.5 28.8 | 35.5 25. 1 
Pact ineacocampnedanesas 30.0 | 33.1 | 24.8 28.9 33 24.9 
a aaa a 31.5 34.8 | 20.4 32.0 35. § 30. 2 
August alee aie tae 37.0 38.4 32.7 36.4 36.9 | 30.9 
IN Sb sic ccsemabeaisemint Lael 38.0 | 43.0 31.7 | 10.3 41.0 | 32.8 
anil 41.0 39.3 31.5 43.2 38.2 | 31.6 
a a eee 48.4 39.4 28.6 | 45.4 38.3 31.3 
NN 47,2 39.6 30.9 | 44.2 36.3 30.7 
ET BOR acc nonbissneddcnndlan es ee 34. 4 |.... aij emimaiaaiianice 2Y. t 
Source: California Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Sacramento, Calif., Apr. 24, 1959 
TABLE 2.—Egg production, California and United States, 1957-59 
{Millions of eggs] 

California United States 

Month ‘eametiuald , - - 

| 

1957 1958 1959 1957 1958 1959 

4 Di = a. | 

| | 
aS eateries sl 356 394 410 | 5, 320 5, | 5, 370 
SR na Boh emanences 340 367 | 386 | 4, 983 | f, | 5, 103 
IIs acasetnesesisigsinicans oa | 393 $15 449 | 5, 849 | 5, 5, 952 
eanmperte sees t = te 383 | 06 448 | 5,680 | 5, 5, 797 
ee Ba 396 | 422 453 5, 615 | 5, 5 5,729 
an nlwbiininnntotanntie nn 385 407 | 426 5,000 | 5, 5, 132 
iad ia atin asiiakeioie tinier 101 420 441 4,752 | 4,8 4, 938 
ES RETEST Ee et ae 404 $17 452 4, 569 | 4,6 4, 731 
it alee 391 405 | 446 | 4,418 | 1, 4,539 
I jin ecsctichiinnisdbetsdednstnhiinoneiet | 398 419 454 | 4,602 | 4 4,784 
I bois cca ckmniainnbinio’ 373 | 396 434 4,606 | 4, 4, 745 
le cic, 383 403 | 439 5, 054 | 5, 257 | 5, 133 
January 1960 | = Ds | 5, 344 


Source: California Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Sacramento, Calif., Apr. 24, 1959. 





Tas_e 3.—Rate of lay per 100 layers, California and United States, 1957-59 











[Number] 
3 — cae silat = 
| California United States 
Month sR Lo Saleh a 
| | 
| 1957 | 1958 1959 1957 1958 1959 
| | | 
| | 
Ra 1,711 1, 848 | 1, 857 1, 602 | 1, 655 | 1, 659 
I i einaccgamecamidondins 1, 652 1, 719 | 1, 742 1, 539 | 1 531 | 1, 604 
a Oe a 1, 938 | 1, 947 2, 003 1, 861 | 1, 798 1, 907 
ON ck cliche a lace alii | 1, 902 | 1, 908 1, 980 | 1, 872 | 1 862 | 1, 910 
ee 1, 965 1, 972 2, 043 1, 918 1, 934 1, 959 
heat Se 1, 899 | 1, 905 1, 956 , 772 1, 794 | 1, 824 
Pc eeaas siliaimeaiaha batts nics cian k 1, 941 | 1, 959 | 1, 978 1, 714 | 1, 751 | 1, 787 
tina nice aethnniginmsnets 1. 919 1, 922 | 1, 947 | 1,613 | 1, 650 | 1, 682 
ae eae aa 1, 833 | 1. 833 | 1, 854 | 1, 481 | 1,517 | 1, 544 
cee eee | 1, 854 | 1, 879 | 1, 879 1, 478 | 1, 547 | 1, 560 
Sara | 1, 758 | 1, 800 | 1, 818 1, 447 | 1, 533 | 1, 517 
SS SRI 1, 810 1, 838 | 1, 835 1, 574 | 1, 618 | 1, 634 
ge chccnteenee ee , ae SO er. ee. at 1, 697 
! | | 





Source: California Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Sacramento, Calif., Apr. 24, 1959. 
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TABLE 4.—Hens and pullets of laying age, California and United States, 1957-59 


{In thousands] 
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California United States 
Month oa _ 
1957 1958 1959 1957 1958 | 1959 

| 

| 
January - - 20, 821 22, 098 | 332, 071 317, 877 | 323, 625 
February 20, 592 22, 164 | 323, 739 310, 945 | 318, 072 
March “ 20, 204 22, 419 | 314, 223 | 303, 939 | 312, 142 
cscs at 20, 129 22, 608 303, 350 | 295, 321 | 303, 476 
May 20, 169 22, 178 202, 745 | 286, 637 | 292, 419 
Tune. so kss dtoee | 20, 260 21, 794 | 282, 236 | 280, 705 | 281, 360 
Tuly- 20, 645 22,274 | 277,289] 279,286 | 276, 358 
August. - ' 21, 054 23, 232 | 283, 283 | 284, 457 | 281, 219 
September_. ae 21, 350 24, 040 | 298, 043 | 297, 529 | 294, 061 
October___-- cama a 21, 465 | 24, 154 310, 855 311, 688 | 307, 083 
November... 21,198 | | 23, 851 | 318, 048 321, 384 | 312, 699 
December-__.- 21, 152 | 23, 792 | 321, 292 | 326, 284 | 314, 052 
PT SO sc anecvanede ands ciinacsduscuanteaeaee — FA TOE bc ccewdcsccbncnsecaasees 314, 819 


Source: California Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Sacramento, Calif., Apr. 24, 1959. 
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Egg-type chicks hatched—California and United States—1958—59 


[Percent of preceding year! 


California United States 





Month Be ae Oe, c= : SO RE ae 
1958 1959 | 1958 1959 

January__-- s sae An ee 107 ” 111 | 104 
February aieae n peat aide ea erhanee 103 | 126 | 110 | 97 
March. --- ob " a ania 99 | 120 | 103 | 106 
RE os cheche . : ae 110 128 | 105 | 98 
canes tinoadcepiigeneig a ekieaaeian sietalee 110 108 121 | 80 
GUUIGAES. a cdicicheneskcccodscccmpiimtieldataaaddteh 126 95 | 123 66 
BEET cnatsncnieihhonuknanitewesddkadmen 129 105 | 153 79 
isis ae vniznnséccctucedsatebastene inate 117 104 146 88 
I 6 ooo siicin Seks nce uipeedicbluanaonwtedd 117 | 105 135 84 
ne... cGaamnxcx 1 citi hus Sa sichats sg nia ihe 130 | 92 | 130 | 85 
November...-.---- ee saauiaeadl 120 93 | 134 83 
RE iiig iniccneccanen wadnauieesamnsmaugieinnnn 112 | $4 | 125 7 





Source: California Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Sacramento, Calif., Apr. 24, 1959. 
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San Joaquin Valley ranch prices for eggs, fryers, and turkeys—annual averages 
1950-59—monthly averages January 1959 through January 1960—daily prices 
February 1960 











| 
Eggs, grade A Fryers | Turkeys | Turkeys 
large | young toms | young hens 
————— ae —_——___—_ — — —_—— —_——___— ae 
Annual averages: Cents per doz.| Cents per lb. | Cents per lb. | Cents per lb. 
1950. .... piditeiin aaa a 29.18 25.15 32. 96 
SS FES 2 : 55. 65 29. 29 33. 16 : 
indie ound 49. 87 29. 64 30. 23 | 
1953 ‘ ‘ inca aa & 53. 42 28. 68 29. 24 
1954_. ‘ a — iia 39. 95 25. 13 24. 46 
1055..... sea ce ; acl 42. 02 26. 67 27.03 
Ricinus “ seni atau sal 39. 79 20. 88 26. 49 
1957... ica Sika bali . me 36. 80 20.17 20. 40 
1958 : hanenaide ae 38. 46 19. 52 20. 99 
iim dh ahinip niki ll a ttied 30. 98 17. 67 24.15 | 
Monthly averages: 
1969—January............ : a 36. 26 | 18. 65 23. 64 
February - - een — 35. 50 18. 48 i 
ae eaaiee 32.95 18. 84 (1) 
RN icicin daintetenss ie 25. 98 16. 90 1) 
May..-.- ; Saseeie 24. 07 18. 00 23. 66 
WON ae eB aS a ie 24. 68 18. 62 23. 34 
July-- sai ; 32.18 18. 80 21. 38 
a ie 34. 36 18. 85 21. 28 
September. _.--- eeee 34. 69 16. 7 i 
October : iit ee 33. 50 14. 97 
November. ....-.-- Bees awaited 28. 29 | 16. 00 
Oe See : 29. 32 17. 45 34. 46 
1960-—-January , gcithissieals ; 32. 50 17. 61 30. 33 
Daily prices: 
NN es Risin ennsccbmineminn ieneuation 30. 31 1734-20'9 (!) 1) 
tak ie mane tain hnie eee 30-31 1719-2014 (1) (1) 
Dkasncm en skal au oa dese 30-31 | 1714-20% (1) | (1) 
Dies aiss cies ate inesonaasaslone maninateaiaeaaoe 30-31 | 18 -20)9| (1) | (1) 
ttn nncetinenmuemmtia a 28-29 | 18 -20!9 25-28 | None 
she hiesniaasiyantiens sale tine inen pin maguire 28-29 | 18 -20'4 (1) | (!) 
Dee oe gc a sce aaa 28-29 | 18-2014! (1) (t) 
— ae ol 28-29 | 18 -20! (1) (1) 
ciate cia nenaemmkinnaedicteal 28-29 | 18 -20} None | None 
Se eer 28-29 | Bo EE iit siehsinciesginanto a wintce wath aielaie 
Disease wicihs alc. avcinienainen aie ae 28-29 | 18 -20!4! (1) (4) 
li4 i sieetste lin tess tides alee madndnciensseaaial | 28-29 } 18 -20! 2| @) | (1) 
Paid cccataihbiiecncsamimigictlek 28-29 | 18 -20!4 (1) (1) 
Sila stdcpasahaliinaacnaataetel 23-29} 18 -20ls () () 
Pi ickicnckdncndinecansnnabdneeal  Siainacwwne | 25 | None 
| | 





1 Not reported. 
Source: Compiled from Annual Summary and Daily Fresno Dairy and Poultry Market Reports. 


Turkey poults hatched, by months 
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California United States 
Month | | | | | 
! | 1959 | 1959 
| 1956 | 1957 | 1958 1959 — | 1956 | 1957 | 1958 | 1959 | . 
1958 | | 1958 
| CA Re ee al | wl aga ae os 
Thou- | Thou- Thou- | Thou- Per- Thou- | Thou- | Thou- | Thou- | Per- 
| sands | sands | sands | sands | cent sands | sands | sands | sands | cent 
I cas cuales 739 | 968 | 926 | 568 | 61 2,856 | 4,323 | 3,349 | 3,910 | 117 
Poeuruary.......... 1, 153 1,277 | 1,107 1,080 98 5, 734 | 6,671 5,622 | 5,946 | 106 
| 2,319 | 2,765 | 2,538] 2,215 87 | 12,422 | 13,150 | 12,079 | 12, 767 | 106 
aa 3,124 | 3,596 | 3,185 | 2.970 | 93 | 17,846 | 18,756 | 17,318 | 17, 749 102 
September to | | | | | | 
April total... are” | 9,642 8,274 | 7,428 |........]........| 48, 866 | 42,535 | 47.241 |. cee 
SU Ghia bit ene eatiabekiieenll 86 | BT Vaoveudccutoams sane dette 87 | Be Dakis xen 
i a | 3,174] 3,492 | 3,079 | 2,956 | 96 | 19,609 | 19,976 | 19.308 | 20, 557 |.......- 
ne Ses oc |; 2,479 | 2,579 | 2,752 2, 562 93 | 13,413 | 13,243 | 14,061 es 
lean 785 732 | 1,244 909 73 | 5,334 4, 810 Ree) BOE leccdcmene 
le ines weds | 118 51 | 106 55 52 | 1,799 1, 556 2,023 | 2, 140 J 
September. ._____- | 49 | 14 12 26 217 724 578 1,073 1,179 
SI sritiiainwciat ke | 58 | 7 21 | 77 367 | 718 528 1,193 | 1,271 
November -...-_.-- | 193 | 63 125 444 | 355 | 1,473 973 1, 783 1, 879 
December.........- 736 | 434 437 | 785 180 3, 051 2, ORS 2, 820 2, 633 
Annual total_._| 14,927 | 15,978 | 15, 532 |_. — 84,979 | 86,651 | 87,150 |__. ae 
I renters 852 150 |... : 3. 655 193 
| 





1 1960/1959. 
Source: California Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Sacramento, Calif., June 10, 1959. 
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Turkeys raised—California and United States 


California United States 
Cali- 
Per- fornia, Per- 
Year Heavy | Light | Total, | cent, |Annual! per- | Heavy | Light | Total, | cent, | Annual 
| breeds | breeds | Cali- | previ- javerage| cent, | breeds | breeds | United| previ- | average 
fornia ous price | United | States ous | price 
year States | year 
| total 
| — a Ti citasiaiitaiaioae enieeieteneeneniae 
| 
| Thou- | Thou- | Thou- Thou- | Thou- | Thou- | 
sands | sands | sands Cents sands | sands | sands | Cents 

1951... 8, 129 1,378 9, 507 36. 7 nea : 53, 206 }j..-.- | 37.5 
1962. ... 9,060 | 2,063 | 11, 123 117; 31.0 18S }---- lala 62, 327 117 | 33. 6 
1953_ . 8, 840 1, 059 9, 899 89 31.1 Be Dae 59, 822 | 96 33. 7 
1954 ; | 9,095 | 1,101 10, 196 103 26. 4 | 15 | 48,539 | 19,154 | 67, 693 | 113 | 28. 8 
1955 : 9, 353 843 10, 196 100 28.8 16 | 48,788 | 16,810 | 65, 598 97 30. 2 
1956 | 11,656 987 | 12, 643 124 26.9 16 | 63,093 | 13,648 | 76, 741 117 27.2 
1957_- | 13, 593 1,073 | 14, 666 116 21.9 18 | 67,853 | 13,333 | 81, 186 | 106 | 23. 4 
1958 oF Te eee | 498 | 13,639 93 22.7 17 | 66,121 | 12,228 | 78,349 96 | 23.9 
1959 |} 12,172 649 | 12,821 G4 16 | 66,427 | 15,448 | S1,875 i oe ‘ 
1960 ! | 13, 959 | 454 | 14,413 1A }- 45 aaatee 74, 213 | 12,621 | 86,834 106 |------ ‘ 


' Based on growers reported intentions to raise turkeys. 


Source: California Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Sacramento, Calif., June 10, 1959. 


Senator McCarruy. Our next witness is Mr. Philip R. Seidel, 
president of the New York State Poultry and Egg Producers Asso- 
ciation, Chatham, N.Y. 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP R. SEIDEL, PRESIDENT, NEW YORK STATE 
POULTRY & EGG PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, CHATHAM, N.Y. 


Mr. Sripet. My name is Philip R. Seidel. I represent the New 
York State Poultry and Egg Producers Association. We are an 
affiliate organization that has been working with the New York State 
Poultry Council. I believe that we represent the grassroots poultry 
farmer in the State of New York and his interests. 

Senator McCarthy, I hope that the members of the subcommittee 
who are occupied with other vital legislative duties on the Senate 
floor will study carefully the testimony that I am here introducing. 

Senator McCarruy. I can assure you that they will do so. 

Mr. Semen. Thank you. 

I commend this subcommittee for scheduling these hearings on a 
measure so vital to the stability of the poultry industry, and wish 
to express my appreciation for the opportunity of appearing and pre- 
senting the views of hundreds of family poultry farmers of New York 
State. In so appearing, I represents the wishes of N.Y.S.P.E.P.A. 

May I also express our appreciation to Senator Humphrey and the 
other sponsors of S. 2516 for their understanding of the gravity of 
the problem with which we are confronted, and the intelligent and far- 
sighted response to this emergency as represented in the provisions of 
this important measure. 

On June 17, 18, and 19 of last year, as you gentlemen are un- 
doubtedly aware, a subcommittee of ‘the House Agr iculture Commit- 
tee, under the chairmanship of Representative Lester R. Johnson, con- 
ducted hearings on a number of measures designed to meet the then 
existing crisis in the poultry industry and to seek ways of alleviating 
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the dire consequences inflicted on growing thousands of our family 
farmers as a result of a disordered and lopsided economy. 

In opening the hearings, Representative Johnson said, and I quote 
from page 1 of the proceedings of that hearing: 

Farm prices of eggs and poultry are at the lowest point in the history of this 
or any other nation relative to other prices and to consumer income. These 
hearings of the Dairy and Poultry Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Agriculture have been scheduled also to determine what the Federal Government 
can and should do about the situation. Our object is to find what can be done 
first, to get out of the present crisis, and, second, to prevent its recurrence. 

In reply to the spurious laissez faire policy advocated by Secretary 
of Agriculture Benson, Representative Johnson then stated, and I 
now quote from page 2 of the said hearings: 

Obviously the free market approach has not worked so well for eggs and 
poultry or we would not be holding these hearings. The poultry and egg prob- 
lem is not just a new temporary emergency. It is a chronic problem which is 
getting worse all the time and is now so bad that it is of crisis proportions. 

At the same hearing Mr. Hermon I. Miller, Director of the Poultry 
Division of the Agric ulture Marketing Service, offered a Jame defense 
of the Department’s policy of inaction ‘and in effect, he : again advocated 
inertia on the theory that matters would soon right themselves. 

He said, and I quote from page 80 of the hearing record: 

We feel that an improvement in producer prices for broilers is also imminent. 
In fact, they went up a cent yesterday, lam told * * *. 

Interestingly enough, in light of the recent decision of the U.S. 
Department “of Agriculture expressing opposition to S. 2516, sub- 
stantially on the grounds that it involves an alleged supererogation of 
Department powers by an industry committee, Mr. Miller at these 
hearings started, and I quote from page 80: 

I am not in the policymaking group but we feel that legislation should come 
from the people who are going to be affected by it and we have not taken any 


action, either pro or con, for or against any of the proposals which have come 
to us yet. 

Apparently now that Senator Humphrey, and others, pursuant to 
the interests and requests of the farmers have taken a hand in deter- 
mining their own destiny, as suggested by Mr. Miller, the USDA now 
finds it ripe to oppose this initiative. 

I, too, had the privilege of appearing before the House subcommittee 
prior to the introduction of the present bill S. 2516. I then took the 
occasion to issue the following warning, and I quote briefly from my 
remarks as reported on page 154 of the proceedings: 

The situation of the family poultry farmer has reached a crisis stage. The 
time is overripe for prompt remedial action by Congress. To stem the tide which 
threatens to engulf us there is surely no need to tell this committee that a con- 
tinuation or intensification of the present catastrophic blight which has blanketed 
the poultry industry must inevitably reflect itself on the entire agricultural com- 
munity and beyond that on the entire economy of the Nation as a whole. 

Now, gentlemen, we must ask ourselves a very important question. 
In the light of the developments of the past 8 months, who is right— 
the prophets of laissez faire, Mr. Miller, the USDA, representatives of 
feed and banking interests, and other so-called friends of the farmers? 
And Nick Ford, who testified this morning that these office bench 
warmers, these salaried bureaucrats, with their hot air so buoyant that 
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it is well above the feelings of us farmers who sweat on our farms. 
Or was Senator Humphrey right, his colleagues, Representative John- 
son, and very humbly myself, and other advocates of remedial legis- 
lation ? 

The facts speak for themselves. In 1959 the purchasing power of 
the poultry farmer had dropped to the lowest point on record. 
Thousands of farmers lost their homes, their life savings, their farms, 
their very means of a livelihood. Despite this cruel curtailment of 
productive farm plants, prices have not improved measurably. In- 
deed the present situation is more grave than in June 1959. We have 
reached the point that is breaking the back of many who managed to 
hang on until now. Credits are not available, earnings have been 
nonexistant, savings have been = which have made it im- 
possible for poultrymen to replace flocks and continue in business. 

In light of these facts, who would now be so foolish and so fool- 
hardy as again to advocate this bankrupt policy of do-nothing, this 
counsel of abdication of responsibilities ? 

[t seems to me that the proponents of vimle do-nothingism were the 
same ones who during the critical years of 1945—50 also proposed that 
we should let the whole national economy go to pot, let millions of 
people remain unemployed rather than take decisive action to meet 
the challenges and to avoid future deep troughs of depression. Fortu- 
nately, Congress, in its wisdom, saw fit to enact the National Employ- 
ment Act of 1946 under which the Government assumed the obliga- 
tion of setting up the necessary machinery to forestall the possible 
recurrence of grave economic crisis. 

Why then should not that same philosophy and that same prevision 
obtain with regard to the important sector of our agricultural 
economy ¢ 

Let us now turn to the instant measure, S. 2516: 

It would be well here to pause and recite the statement of policy of 
this bill so that we can determine whether these are wise and 
necessary goals. 

I quote the statement of policy of S. 2516, section 2: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress, through the powers 
conferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture by this act, to stabilize the poultry 
industry and to establish and maintain orderly marketing conditions for poultry 
and poultry products poduced in the United States; to provide reasonable 
returns and adequate standards of living to producers thereof so as to assure 


the continuing production and marketing of such poultry and the products 
thereof in sufficient quantities and of such grade, quality, and condition as to 


provide an adequate and dependable supply for consumers at reasonable prices. 

Who is opposed to this policy? Obviously only merchants of chaos 
and confusion would dare openly to assert opposition to these reason- 
able goals—only those who thrive and batten on a disordered economy, 
whose profits are the payola derived from an unhealthy imbalance in 
an industry which is literally erying for order and stability. 

To us family farmers, it is indeed a sickening spectacle to see the 
powerful USDA alined with those unholy advocates of unplanned 
catastrophy when by every principle of rhyme and reason they 
should be standing shoulder to shoulder with the farmers in this 
struggle for a decent life for all. 
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I say this without any taint or intent of partisanship—for the 
issues are too grave to permit of such luxury—the agency of govern- 
ment charged with the responsibility of assuring a st: able agricul- 
tural economy, the agency charged with furthering the welfare of 
the entire farm community and its backbone, the working family 
farmers, without even the decency and courtesy of awaiting the testi- 
mony presented at this hearing, have seen fit to plunge ahead and 
prejudge the issues and to come out in flat opposition to S. 2516, 

Since they cannot be for sin, since they cannot deny the validity 
and necessity of the principles contained in the statement of policy, 
they devised devious, false arguments to block favorable consider- 
ation on this measure. 

We, the farmers, are entitled to ask the USDA—if this measure 
is not to their liking, what have they done to alleviate or mitigate the 
evils and rigors of this disordered economy? What do you advo- 
cate? What consrtuctive alternatives do you propose? Gentlemen, 
the silence is deafening! 

Is the USDA for free enterprise—are they in favor of a healthy, 
vigorous body of self-disciplined, self-reliant, family farmers? 
Such might seem to be the implication of their position, but once we 
dig be neath the surface of their sophistical arguments, once we open 
the package and get to the core and kernel of their arguments, it. be- 
comes crystal clear that they are seeking to destroy the initiative, the 
free and democratic expression of the farmers’ will. 

Does the USDA deny that the insidious process of integration, ver- 
tical or otherwise, which makes contract peons of our free farmers 
is in reality a process of subversion of the concept of a free economy 
and a free farm population? Obviously they would be foolhardy 
to deny what is selfevident ! 

Let us take a look at their arguments to see if there is a shred of 
virtue, an iota of validity, in them. 

Let us examine the two-page report of Under Secretary True 
Morse in which he argues against the enactment of this measure: 

Argument 1. The Department is opposed to the bill’s “authority 
to establish individual produce quotas or allotments * * *.” 

Implicit in this argument is the concept that government or some 
other unnamed agency is determined to jam quotas down the throats 
of captive and unwilling farm produe ers. 

This, gentlemen, is a lot of nonsense. If any measure can be de- 
scribed as democratic, as a proper exercise of enlightened self-disci- 
pline, as a benevolent and ordered approach to a disorganized econ- 
omy, this is it. Surely, the farmers themeselves, the farmers directly 
affected, as Mr. Miller so eloquently testified, are better and more re- 
liable judges of their own welfare than is Mr. Morse. 

In fact, this bill is the very essence of democracy, operating through 
orderly governmental procedures, through sound processes “of repre- 
sentation and of referendum. 

One would imagine that this is a new and untried are iment for 
our body politic. Nothing of the kind. For over 25 years the Gov- 
ernment has been involved in agriculture. It is oxiccieia the 
fact that this Government intervention has not been of a character to 
aid the farmer. This measure, on the other hand, would provide ma- 
terial aid to a sector of the farm economy. 
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Argument 2. The USDA is opposed to the “delegation of govern- 
mental powers to members of an industry. 

Again, I say poppycock. This asseration is simply not borne out 
by the specific provisions and safeguards embodied in this bill. The 
fact. is that no marketing program disapproved by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, which is in contravention of the purposes of this act as 
determined by him, or which conflicts with the 1 requirements and 
safeguards set up under section 6 of this act can be effective. 

There is no abdication of governmental powers at all, explicit or 
implied, in this measure. The supervisory, regulatory, advisory, and 
nugatory powers of the Secretary of Agriculture are more than ample 
to dispose of any charge of abdication of authority. In short, the ar- 
guinent simply does not hold water. 

Argument 3. The USDA is opposed because the bill fails to provide 
for public hearings concerning issuance or revisions of marketing 
orders. 

This omission or criticism we accept. Let us then provide for pub- 
lic hearings on Ae oposed revisions of the marketing order. 

Argument 4. The USDA claims that this bill establishes special 
committees for the purpose of proposing marketing programs or 
orders, whereas, it is asserted, the ad hoe poultry committees called 
from time to time constitute a more effective means of ascertaining the 
views of the poultry industry. 

Let us see. Exactly who constitutes these ad hoe committees? 
Exactiy how often have they met forthe past 2 years’ Precisely what 
views have they ascertained and from whom? And, most important, 
what have they proposed, and if anything has happened to their pro- 
posals? Does the Department have the answers to t these questions? It 
would indeed be interesting to know exactly what steps these ad hoe 
committees have advocated during these past 2 turbulent years. In 
short, gentlemen, I charge that the USDA is deliberately seeking to 
befor the issue and to becloud the minds of the farmers with phoney 
evasions and excuses! In short, it would be pertinent to ask at this 
point, who is kidding whom and why. I respectfully suggest that this 
committee scrupulously look into the affairs of the Department of 
Agriculture to ascertain who is responsible for these evasions. I wish 
to say at this point, that as a working farmer whose sole income is 
der ived from the labor of myself and my family, who has been work- 
ing in this industry for 25 years—when we keep 24,000 laying hens— 
I have yet to find some tangible evidence that the Department of Agri- 
culture is truly concerned with our problems or the problems of other 
working farmers with whom I am in touch. 

In an effort to track down the accuracy of the Department’s alle- 

gation that these phantom ad hoc committees are performing a useful 
function in this crisis, I took occasion, only the other day, to query : 
knowledgeable representative of our New York State Extension Serv- 
ice to ascertain what he knew of these mysterious advisers. Needless 
to say, he, like the rest of us working farmers, had no knowledge of 
their very existence. So I again repeat—who is kidding whom and 
why! 4 

Gentlemen, I say we are long past the stage of ascertaining the facts. 
The facts have been trumpeted forth time and time again in every 
available media. The facts are breaking our backs. It’s not facts we 
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need at this stage; it’s action, action, action. This measure in our 
opinion, is the beginning of long delayed action to meet the crisis of 
the poultry industry. The fever chart is mov ing up, up, up—this bill 
is the medicine we need to normalize the industry” s temperature. 

EKnactment of this measure in years to come, will be cited as a major 
turning point, as a significant breakthrough, i in the struggle of mil- 
lions of free farmers for a viable existence. Its benefits will overflow 
from the family farmer to the entire economy, to enhance the welfare 
of our urban communities, to the strengthening of our democratic 
ideals and processes, and to the improvement of our prestige and 
strength in a sound world order. 

Gentlemen, I urge that you favorably report this bill at the earliest 
opportunity so thi at ev ery Senator, every Representative in both par- 
ties will place themselves on record in this crucial issue of the day. 

Iw oni like to add that it is self evident that with all the time that 
it takes to effect any kind of legislation that some emergency legisla- 
tion is needed at this very moment. And I would like to enumerate, 
one, support of the fowl removal program; two, the shell egg purchase 
program; three, a moratorium on farm mortgages; four, ‘that loans 
will be made available to farmers at a low rate of interest at 3 percent, 
with a 7-year repayment plan. 

I want to say that I do understand that the honorable Senators are 
engaged in very important legislative debate on civil rights, and we 
are with them. 

Let us not forget that the working family farmers, the backbone 
of this Nation need their serious consideration. 

Senator Humphrey, in a recent speech which I heard, referred to 
our economy as sitting on a three-legged stool, the legs of which are 
business, labor, and agriculture. 

Business and labor are well protected by legislative measures. 

The working farmer has received no consideration in regard to his 
basic needs, his basic rights, to which I have referred in the body of 
my statement. 

What are we waiting for? An aroused agricultural revolution ? 

The mortgage for eclosure battles of the thirties which, perhaps, the 
Honorable Chairman may have witnessed. I witnessed them 
personally. 

I think it is time we faced these issues and that we resolved them. 
I heard that you attend to this business and I, like others who have 
spoken, including the Honorable Congressman Miller from California, 
and it matters not whether this bill be called S. 2516 or humpty- 
dumpty, we need this type of thing and let us get it on the road. 

Thank you. 

Senator McCartruy. Thank you for the excellent presentation that 
you have made for the poultry producers of America. You have done 
an excellent job. 

For the record there are a number of letters and telegrams dealing 
with this legislation and also a statement prepared by the U niversity 
of Minnesota. They will be included in the record at this point. 
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(The letters and statement follows :) 


(Outline of presentation before the New Jersey State Poultry Association, 
Trenton, N.J.) 


THE CONTROL METHOD OF ADJUSTING SUPPLIES TO DEMAND By WILLARD W. 
COCHRANE, UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 


I. Some important relationships in poultry and eggs to bear in mind in policy- 
making: 

A. Price-quantity developments of the past few years. 

1. I do not need to recount the price disaster of 1959—this you know better 
than I. 

2. Although egg production increased a little over 4 percent in 1959, production 
has not increased importantly in the past 5 years, and per capita consumption 
has declined persistently. 

(a) In sum, the egg market is in a contracting phase, on a per capita basis, 
and 

(6) The small increase in production experienced in 1959 resulted in a serious 
price jolt. 

3. On the other hand, chicken marketings in total increased almost 30 per- 
cent in 1958, and that record increase is simply the last in a 10-year record of 
expansion. 

(a) In other words, the market for poultry meat has been growing steadily 
on a per capita basis, but producers pushed a good thing too hard in 1958, and 
perhaps again in 1959, although I do not have the data for 1959 as yet. 

(bv) And they too received a price jolt. 

B. The known demand relations for poultry and eggs: 

1. The demand elasticities for eggs: 

(a) at retail: -0.6; 

(b) at farm: -0.45. 

2. What do these demand elasticities mean? 

(a) the proportionate relationships ; 

(b) the gross income relationships; 

(c) the substitutional relationships. 

3. The demand elasticities for chicken. 

(a) at retail: -1.2; 

(db) at farm: -0.9. 

4. Discuss meaning. 

II. The above information and relationships suggest to me the following mar- 
ket conditions and policy guidelines : 

A. With respect to eggs: 

1. The market for eggs, on a per capita basis, is stationary, or contracting. 

2. To achieve good and stable prices and income you must contract egg produc- 
tion in total by some 5 to 8 percent in the immediate run, in 1960-61, and there- 
after watch and see what develops. 

3. The economics are such, the demand is such, in eggs that you could pur- 
sue this policy to the absolute gain of the industry—gross returns to all produc- 
ers would rise. 

B. With regard to poultry meat: 

1. The demand for poultry meat is expanding, and it is just barely inelastic. 

(a) This means that you do not want to contract total production; and 

(b) That the demand is such that you might get into trouble if you tried. 

2. Thus, you want a control program that does not contract initially, but 
which permits total production to expand at a rate just equal to the rate of de- 
mand expansion. 

C. In sum, these policy conclusions are clear to me: 

1. Egg producers would benefit directly and importantly from a tough, tight 
supply control program here and now. 

2. But poultry meat producers should be somewhat more cautious about en- 
tering into a control program, and they should not be thinking about contracting 
total output in the immediate run. 

III. Now on the assumption that some of you are interested in supply control 
here and now, I would like to review with you what I believe are the first 
principles of supply control. 

A. These principles are four in number and are as follows: 
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1. It would be the responsibility of Congress to determine and set forth fair, or 
parity, prices for agriculture, as it does now. But in this scheme of things the 
role of parity prices has changed. No longer would parity prices serve as pegs 
on which to support farm market prices; rather they would serve as guides in 
the setting of national sales quotas. Thus, in the determination of parity prices 
for agriculture, the Congress would in fact be determining fair prices for both 
consumers and producers, and the needs and interests of both groups would 
have to be considered. 

2. The U.S. Department of Agriculture would set national sales quotas on each 
agricultural commodity approved by producers in referendum. The national 
sales quota for a commodity would be equal to that quantity (measured in cus- 
tomary units of commodity) that the USDA had estimated would clear the 
market at the predetermined fair, or parity, price. In practice this might mean 
the establishment of national sales quotas on each principal farm commodity 
moving into the marketing channel destined for human consumption (say 20 
to 30 commodities). And these national sales quotas would, of course, vary 
from year to year as demand conditions changed, or as Congress redefined parity 
prices. To avoid or to minimize, the difficult problem of integrating produc- 
tion controls vertically, national sales quotas would not be established for com- 
modities typically consumed on farms, sold among farms, or sold to farms 
(e.g., feed grains, feeder cattle, baby chicks). 

3. Each farmer at the inception of the program would receive a market share, 
his pro rata share, of the national sales quota for each commodity, based prob- 
ably on his historical record of production. The farmer’s share might be re- 
ceived in small denominational units, to which, for purposes of exposition, the 
name marketing certificates, is given. And once the program was in operation 
it would be illegal for a farmer to market any commodity having a national quota 
except insofar as he had marketing certificates to cover the quantities involved. 
The number of marketing certificates would not be increased, or decreased, from 
year to year with changes in the national sales quota for a particular commodity. 
Rather each farmer could market an announced percentage of the farm value 
of each of his certificates—a percentage in accordance with the national sales 
quota for the year. By this device the awkward problem of issuing and confis- 
cating marketing certificates would be avoided for the bulk of agricultural 
production. 

4. Each marketing certificate would be negotiable. Each farmer would be 
free to buy or sell marketing certificates as he saw fit. By this device freedom 
of entry and exit would be maintained within a controlled agriculture; and the 
individual farm operator would be free to expand production, or contract it, in 
light of local conditions, as total output was adjusted to demand at a defined 
fair price. The value of operating in a stabilized agriculture where product 
prices were relatively certain and relatively good, and where long-range pro- 
duction plans could be formulated with reasonable assurance of materializing 
would, of course, be capitalized into these marketing certificates. The price of 
these certificates would become the cost of doing business in a _ stabilized 
agriculture. 

B. Some implications of the above principles: 

1. The security question: Not relevant, nor damming, where food needs are 
taken into consideration through adequate social security and a positive food 
policy (e.g., school lunch and food allotment programs). 

2. The freedom question: Not serious where quotas are negotiable. 

3. The capitalization problem: Is inevitable as the sun rising tomorrow, if 
farm incomes rise; hardly a criticism. 

IV. But the above principles do not constitute a supply control program: there 
remain many questions to be settled as regards the administration of supply 
control for each commodity that might be considered. Let us begin by making 
an application to eggs: 

A. Three key administrative questions that I can foresee in eggs: 

1. How do we handle the little, pin-money producer? 

(a) Do we ignore him, and up to what production level? 
(b) Do we close him out—prohibit him from selling eggs, or 
(c) What do we do with him? 
2. Where do we make the supply control take hold, and in what form? 
(a) I would suggest at the point of first sale. 
(b) Here all buyers would have to be licensed, and would have to account 
for all eggs handled with evidence of producer quotas. 
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3. Would it be desirable to have some sort of a bona fide purchase-storage and 


‘diversion program in operation in conjunction with the control program? 


(a) To put eggs on the market in periods of short supply, and 

(b) To divert eggs produced by producers above quota amounts into lower 
uses with correspondingly lower returns. 

(c) This cannot be some gaping rat hole, but a legitimate operation along 
these lines may be in order. 

V. Finally I have been asked to make some evaluation of the Humphrey bill, 
S. 2516. 

A. First, let me say that Senator Humphrey is a mighty good man, and I 
trust that you will support him when and where it counts. 

B. Next, let me point out that there are no points of conflict between S. 2516 
and what I have been discussing tonight. 

1. The Humphrey bill constitutes enabling legislation, and is concerned with 
the procedures of supply control. 

2. My talk has been concerned with the content of a supply control program. 

(a) Whether you want a control program in the first place; 

(b) And how it might operate in the second place. 

3. My talk has been concerned with those things that the Marketing Program 
Formulation Committee in S. 2516 would need to concern itself; i.e., the formu- 
lation of a program. 

©. I must confess that one administrative aspect of S. 2516 does bother me— 
it is the role of the Marketing Program Advisory Board. 

1. As I read the bill, this committee is not advisory, it would administer the 
program with the consent of the Secretray. 

2. I do not like this—an advisory committee can perform a useful role in 
the capacity of offering advice; but in my opinion, administration should reside 
within the Department of Agriculture. 

(a) This feature of S. 2516 leads to divided responsibility and fuzzy 
lines of administrative authority. 

(0) Further, it leads to difficult programs integration among commodi- 
ties. 

3. The “bad” Secretary of Agriculture argument is a bad argument. 

(a) A “bad” Secretary could wreck the operation of S. 2516 through his 
appointive and veto power. 

(b) A “bad” Secretary must be removed through political action—and this 
means considerably more intelligent political action on the part of farm- 
ers generally than we have witnessed for some time. 

(c) No governmental program can operate successfully in which the top 
administration leadership does not believe. 


HARTSVILLE, S.C., February 23, 1960. 
Mr. Oin D. JOHNSTON, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. JOHNSTON: [ would like to express my opposition to Senate bill 2516 
which is the National Poultry Stabilization Act. Government control or regu- 
lations are not the answer. This industry will not overexpand under a free 
economy. 

Government controls, regulations, nor quotas have very definitely not helped 
other segments of Agriculture. They have only made them worse and it has 
also forced the poultry industry to pay higher prices for feeds. 

I am well qualified to express my opposition to Government controls of the 
poultry industry because I am involved in several phases of the industry. I am 
a hatcheryman, poultry processor, broiler grower, hatching egg producer, and 
market egg producer. 

This has been a very unsuccessful year for us but we are not ready to throw 
in the towel for Government controls or regulations in the poultry industry. 

Yours very truly, 
PEE DEE HATCHERY, 
W. G. Worrorp. 
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SHALLOWATER, TEX., February 19, 1960. 
Cotys M. Mouser, 
Chief Clerk, Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: Received your telegram in regard to the subeommittee hearing sched- 
uled on S. 2516 on the National Poultry Stabilization Act on Thursday and Fri- 
day, February 25 and 26. 

I am sorry we will be unable to attend this meeting. We would like to be 
present, testify and support this bill on the National Poultry Stabilization Act. 
We are for S. 2516 and think it is the best plan that could be offered to the 
poultrymen today. 

We wish the Senators, Representatives, and members of the Agricultural Com- 
mittee would visit the poultrymen over the United States and see what is actu- 
ally happening. Most of the men who are going to Washington and testifying 
do not want any kind of support on poultry and are against the National Poultry 
Stabilization Act. These men are large operators that want to own and operate 
large integrated poultry operations. They have selfish reasons. The Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and our Congressmen and Senators must learn how to 
separate these men and know which ones are working for others and for the 
good of the poultry industry. 

Do we want men like these to monopolize our poultry industry? We as Ameri- 
eans think that our American form of government was not established on a 
monopoly. The way the poultry industry is going now in a few years it will 
be in the hands of a few large operators who will put all of the small operators 
out of business. 

After five or six large operators get hold of it, the price of eggs will be put at 
any price they want them and then starve the poor people. 

We think the stamp plan would be a good idea to use for the surplus. The best 
thing that could be done is to get a good marketing program and handle our 
production in line with what we can market and sell at a fair price. We are 
not asking for any subsidy. We are asking for fair treatment and stabilization 
of the egg market and other markets for perishable products. The old law of 
supply and demand will not work any more, because who knows what we should 
supply and who knows what the demand is. We think this should be handled by 
the Department of Agriculture working along with a special committee or board 

ealled the Production and Marketing Board. We know that our Department of 
Agriculture does not have proper facilities to take care of the marketing and 
production of perishable products or we would not be in the condition we are 
in today. 

We can get letters and statements from other poultry producers and dealers 
in the States of Texas and New Mexico, who will tell you the same thing. If 
you will go to the poultry producers and not listen to a few large operators 
that have selfish reasons and want to corner the market in order to get a large 
integrated deal started, we would all have a fair chance. 

If you, Representatives, Senators, and Department of Agriculture could go 
out and check with the poultrymen over the United States as Senator Hubert 
H. Humphrey has, you would see and know the condition the poultry industry is 
in today. Please give us some help now! 

Very truly yours, 
VANCE HATCHERY, 
Mr. and Mrs. C. C. VANCE, 
Owners and Managers. 


GARRISON, TEx., February 20, 1960. 
Mr. Cotys M. Mouser, 
Chief Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. Mouser: Thank you very much for your wire and I am happy that 
hearings are being held on this desperately needed legislation for the protection 
of the long exploited, down-trodden poultry producers of the Nation. 

I had looked forward eagerly to attending these hearings but owing to illness, 
it will be impossible for me to attend in person but sincerely trust that, as a 
bona fide representative of actual poultry producers, my endorsement of this vital 
measure will be given due consideration and prompt approval by your committee. 

For the record, my name is J. B. McMillan, serving my fourth term as duly 
elected president of Texas Broiler Association, Inc., a statewide organization of 


TIER 


2 a RT: ASE 


yt 
| 


pr 


of 
to 
th 
su 
he 


er 


sa 
sh 


he 
ro 
til 
th 
eX 
ru 


ey 
ju 


al 
OV 
SU 


to 


an 


“1- 
ri- 


be 
ct. 
he 


cu- 
ng 
ry 
ite 
rt- 

to 


est 
yur 
are 
ion 


uld 
by 
urd 
of 
ind 
are 


ers 

If 
ors 
rge 


go 
ert 
y is 


that 
tion 


iS a 
‘ital 
tee. 
luly 
n of 


NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 99 


poultry producers and also one of the founders and the first president of U.S. 
Poultry & Egg Producer Association, the only national organization of poultry 
producers. 

Now, I have been privileged to work with outstanding leaders in all parts 
of Texas and in all poultry producing areas of the Nation from the Atlantic 
to the Pacific and from Canada to the gulf and there can be no doubt but that 
these hundreds of leaders in supporting stabilization legislation, reflect the 
support of the thousands of long exploited poultry producers and their desperate 
hope that the Congress will enact legislation giving the poultry producers a 
voice in their own business such as all other economic groups have so long 
enjoyed. 

Moreover, I have traveled all over Texas and have talked to literally thou- 
sands of poultry producers, many of whom face utter ruin as a result of the most 
shameless economic exploitation in American history and all of them face se- 
vere losses by reason of the hundreds of millions of dollars invested in poultry 
houses and equipment most of which is rapidly becoming worthless piles of 
rotting wood and rusting tin, through no fault of their own but solely and en- 
tirely because of the total and complete domination of the poultry industry by 
the business segments, all of whom clearly have a vested interest in the continued 
exploitation of the American poultry producer, who is and has long been rigidly, 
ruthlessly and absolutely excluded from any and all voice in their own business. 

These business segments invariably flock to Washington and utterly hog 
every congressional hearing designed to bring common decency and economic 
justice to the long suppressed and shamelessly exploited farm producers of 
poultry and, driven by their own insatiable greed, they flamboyantly oppose 
any and all legislation designed to allow poultry producers a voice in their 
own affairs. But the actual producers are very nearly unanimous in their 
support of and hope for some reasonable legislation enabling the poultry farmer 
to participate in the running of his own business just as every other segment of 
American economy has so long enjoyed. 

Now, of course the ideal solution would be for the thousands of small farm 
poultry producers to go to the hearings in the Capitol and speak for themselves 
and ask the Congress to give them at least so1ae semblance of economic justice. 
But, unfortunately, the farm producers find it impossible under the existing 
exploitation to leave their farms and travel thousands of miles to and from the 
Capitol in order to speak for themselves as is their right as American citizens. 
Therefore, in the very nature of things, the only possible way to hear the farm 
producers themselves is to hold the hearings in the field close to the farm 
producers’ homes and farms. And to properly hear the thousands of poultry 
producers who support and would eagerly speak for the national poultry stabili- 
zation legislation, it would be necessary to hold at least three or four such 
hearings in Texas alone. And I have sought in vain to get even one such hear- 
ing out in the field where the exploited producers could be heard in their own 
right. 

Therefore it is obvious that the exploiters of the farm producers are actually 
allowed to speak for the very people they have so long exploited and to keep 
them in what amounts to perpetual economic servitude without any voice what- 
soever in their own business. Such a situation is intolerable and, if the 
Congress cannot hold the hearings in such a manner as to make it possible 
for the farm producers to be heard, the big business segments, the entrenched 
exploiters of the farm folks should not be allowed to presume to speak for 
those whom they have so long victimized and misrepresented. 

Suppose that the farm folks should, by some miracle, become financially able 
to swarm over the Nation’s Capitol and presume to speak for big business to the 
disparagement of big business. How long would such a thing be tolerated? 
Who would dare defend such a thing? Who could possibly defend such injustice? 
Yet, that is exactly what has been allowed with reference to farm poultry pro- 
ducers since the beginning of the industry. And it is long past time to effectively 
stop one group from presuming to speak for the people they are openly, flagrantly 
and undeniably exploiting. 

Indeed, there is only one thing basically wrong with poultry producers and 
that is their business is run by everybody except the poultry producers them- 
Selves and the same is true of the whole of American agriculture. That is to 
Say that agriculture is entirely run by nonfarmers for the benefit of nonfarmers 
and common decency demands that the farmers at long last be allowed to run 
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their own business just as every other segment of American economy has long 
done. 

Give us the life-giving legislation embodied in S. 2516, the National Poultry 
Stabilization Act and you will have made a real start toward solving the 
poultry problem and setting a sound and enduring foundation for the solution of 
the so-called farm problem as a whole, since the farm problem is a problem only 
because it is totally and completely operated by and for nonfarmers at the 
expense of the farm folks. Suppose a bunch of farmers were allowed to totally 
and completely dominate, say the banking business, and run it in the interest 
of everybody except the bankers and financial interests? There are no farmers 
in the Department of Commerce, no employers in the Department of Labor, 
but there are no farmers in the Department of Agriculture but only career men 
and political favorites, most of whom know little or nothing about the farmer and 
care less. 

Now, the National Poultry Stabilization Act may not be perfect in that it 
does give far too much power to the Secretary of Agriculture and not enough 
to the farm producers, but still it is the best and soundest plan vet devised and 
its passage will bring hope and better times to down-trodden thousands. 

Therefore, in the name of thousands of poultry producers, I humbly beg that 
you approve this desperately needed S. 2516 in order to make it possible for 
farm poultry producers to run their own affairs the same as all other groups 
and thereby bring the beginning of economic justice and decency to the American 
poultry producer. 

Sincerely, 
J. B. McMILLAN, 
President, Texas Broiler Association. 





LITCHFIELD, MINN., February 12, 1960. 
Mr. Cotys M. MousER, 
Chief Clerk, Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. Mouser: Egg producers in Minnesota are so depressed for dollars 
that none of us have the dollars required to attend the national poultry stabiliza- 
tion hearing scheduled for February 25 and 26 in Washington, D.C. 

I happen to be an egg producer myself, along with the hatchery and quality 
egg program we operate in Litchfield, where we have 4,800 egg producing hens. 
These hens are yielding approximately $177 to $200 a week less than the same 
number of hens did a year ago at this time. 

The unrealistic method of establishing prices for eggs by the New York Mer- 
eantile Exchange and Urner-Barry who quotes that market; the large food 
chains who use eggs for loss leaders and trade stimulants; the forcing of pow- 
dered eggs upon our teenagers in the schools of America, a product when re- 
constituted is not tasty to the extent that our youngsters do not like it, which 
is responsible to a large extent for the cutback in the per capital consumption 
of eggs which we are experiencing. And, last but not lease, the unlimited 
supply of credit by the big feed companies to areas that have never been in the egg 
producing business before, which is largely responsible for creating a surplus, 
and at the same token, moving the business of producing eggs to an area where 
the big mills could sell a whole ton of feed rather than 300 to 400 Ibs. of con- 
centrate like they do in this Grainbelt. I should also point out that the egg 
producers have for the most part no organizations to represent their interest. 

All of these problems I have mentioned are very real including the fact that 
there are four geographical areas; the East, South, West, and the Midwest, which 
as a matter of fact, have been working at cross-purposes and never yielding to 
the point of working together. What the outcome of these many problems will 
be I have no answer. However, I would be in favor of anything that would 
help to bring the industry together in some common program that would bring 
about greater stability. 

Iam, 

Very truly yours, 
MINNESOTA E@G PRODUCERS 
ASSOCIATION, 
L. L. BAUMGARTNER, Secretary. 
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FEBRUARY 17, 1960. 
Mr. C. M. MOUSER, 
Chief Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sir: It is our understanding that on February 25th and 26th there will 
be a hearing relating to Government controls in the poultry industry. 

In view of the fact that we will not be able to attend this hearing it is our 
desire to express our opposition to such action. This subject has been discussed 
with practically all hatcherymen in Florida as well as a written questionnaire 
returned to our office. As a result of these conversations as well as the quest- 
tionnaire I feel it my duty to tell you of the strong opposition. 

If we can supply you with any further information please let us know. 

Sincerely, 
FLORIDA HATCHERY & BREEDERS 
ASSOCIATION, 
FRED G. Coats, President. 


IRWINTON, GA., February 18, 1960. 
Mr. C. M. MOUSER, 
Chief Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. Mouser: Members of the Georgia Egg Association would like to go 
on record as opposed to any type of Government control either on poultry or 
eggs and more especially the legislation as given in Senate bills S. 2516 and S. 
1395. 

We are opposed to this type of legislation for the following reasons: 

1. Legislators are not necessarily farmers nor necessarily know farmer’s 
problems. 

2. With any control program, presently in effect, the solution is farther away 
than when the program started. 

3. The cost or administration of controls must be borne either by the Govern- 
ment or the product being controlled—neither can afford it. 

4. Controls usually maintained price per unit but cannot cause more volume 
of the product to move on the market, therefore, the dollar volume is not 
increased. 

o. Controls on one product (purpose being to keep high unit price) tend to 
encourage the production of substitute products. 

6. Poultry and eggs do not fit readily to storage, therefore, and are not good 
products for control. 

7. Those who set quota and prices under control program are rarely ever 
producers. 

8. Flow of products to the market can be slowed immediately except that 
lag when Government enters, generally causing catastrophic effects. 

9. The flow of products to the market cannot be increased in short time. 
Time lag of 7 to 18 months. 

10. Total amount of products reaching market which remains constant, there- 
fore, the desire to produce becoming a political football. 

11. Historically Government controls get stronger. Any type of control costs 
the Government huge sums of money. 

12. Does away with initiative. 

13. Keeps marginal producers in business. 

14. Controls generally run into subsidies. 

I would appreciate your placing these on file for a matter of record to let 
you know how the commercial egg producers stand on this important subject 
in Georgia. 

Should you have any questions to ask with further reference to these or 
other reasons, we will be happy to hear from you. 

Cordially yours, 
Smwney S. MILLER, 
President, Georgia Egg Association. 
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ATHENS, Ga., February 24, 1960. 
C. M. Mouser, 
Chief Clerk, 
Senate Agricultural Committee, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
Would appreciate you reading the following to the Senate Agriculture Com- 
mittee and enter in the official record. 
The officers and directors of the Georgia Turkey Association unanimously 
oppose Senate bills S. 2516 and S. 1395. 
W. L. Fioyp, President. 
Senator McCarruy. The hearings tomorrow will begin at 10 
o'clock in room 324 in the Old Senate Office Building. 
The hearing stands adjourned. 
(Thereupon, the hearing was adjourned at 2:30 p.m., to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Friday, February 26, 1960.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, 
MARKETING, AND STABILIZATION OF PRicES 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:30 a.m., in room 
324, Senate Office Building, Senator Harrison A. Williams, Jr., of 
New Jersey, presiding. 

Present: Senator Proxmire. 

Also present : Senator Williams of New Jersey, Senator Sparkman, 
Representatives Miller (California), Hagen, and Sisk. 

Senator Wituiams. The Subcommittee on Agricultural Produc- 
tion, Marketing, and Stabilization of Prices will come to order. 

We regret that the meeting has been delayed some, but I gather that 
everybody appreciates that the legislative and parliamentary situa- 
tion in the Sente is quite involved. The Senate 1s now in session, and 
from time to time, if today is like other days around here, the Mem- 
bers will be called repeatedly to the floor to answer quorum calls. 

Before we begin, the acting chairman wants to make a statement 
in regard to the problems that we are here concerned with this 
morning. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, JR., A U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


I am very grateful for this opportunity to present my views before 
this committee. Coming from a large urban area, I suppose I would 
have to be classified as an asphalt farmer, but I do feel compelled to 
comment on this admittedly very complicated situation in the poultry 
and egg industry, for I am familiar and concerned with suffering of 
people ‘who are bankrupted and thrown out of business. 

And that is exactly what has happened in the last year to more 
than 1,000 egg and poultry producers in the State of New Jersey. 

I am even more concerned by what seems to me to be an appalling 
lack of concern by the Department of Agriculture for the desperate 
plight that continues to face the remaining 5,000 producers in New 
Jersey and the many more egg and poultry producers across the 
Nation. 

In May of last year, the New York Times carried this graphic re- 
port on the situation in New Jersey 
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Scores of farms displayed “for sale” signs; others were boarded up and aban- 
doned. Producers still tending their flocks complained of devastating financial 
losses. 

The depression began to engulf the egg and meat poultry business in early 
March. Since then it has reduced producers of these products to as low an 
economic status as they have experienced in more than 40 years. Egg prices 
have descended to the lows of the 1930's; broiler prices to 1940 quotations. 

Farmers who were interviewed estimated their cost of production at 35 to 
39 cents for a dozen of eggs. This week they received 30 cents a dozen whole- 
sale; a week ago 26 cents, and two weeks ago 25 cents. 

A month later, in June, Secretary Benson responded to the crisis by 
declar ing that “the way to get out of a surplus situation is to eat our 
way out,” and he issued a plea for every American to eat another 
egg a day. 

Now, this plea by the Secretary of Agriculture does not, to me, rank 
as one of the high points in the history of this world’s slow evolution 
from Rousseau’s state-of-nature to the status of an organized civili- 
zation. 

This committee now has before it what seems to me to be a serious 
and constructive plan to help the farmers formulate a program of 
cooperative action which would put an end to the state of nature that 
has prevailed in the egg and poultry business. 

Perhaps there are better solutions to the problem than is contained 
in the bill, but certainly there is much merit in a program that would 
be devised, administered, financed, and agreed to by the farmers and 
producers themselves, subject to the guidance and approval of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

It would permit the establishment of a stabilized marketing and 
production program, which would help put a floor under prices the 
farmers receive, without either depriving the consumer of an adequate 
supply of eggs, chickens and turkeys or gouging the public with 
administered prices. 

It is equally obvious that the need for an effective stabilization 
program is as badly needed today as it was at the middle of last year 
particularly in New Jersey. 

As you know, the egg and poultry industry is a $100 million busi- 
ness and it represents one-third of New Jersey’s total agricultural 
economy. New Jersey is the seventh largest egg- producing State in 
the country, but it has been one of the hardest hit of all the States 
for a variety of reasons. 

Their labor costs are greater than is the case in other sections of the 
country, taxes are higher and, because the State does not produce its 
own feed, so are feed prices. These factors, combined with the 
greatly increased low-cost production of eggs in ‘the South, have com- 
bined to force 1,000 producers out of business. For a 3-month stretch 
last year the farm bankruptcy rate in New Jersey was 17 percent 
higher than anywhere else in thee ountry. 

‘What is the situation today? It is obviously still extremely bad. 
Although the testimony presented by the Department of Agriculture 
to this “committee yest erday forecast hopefully that egg prices “are 
expected to improve relative to a year ago,” frankly, that is not much 
solace for the farmer today. 

In New Jersey for the last 6 weeks egg prices have been ranging 
from 28 to 31 cents—and this is still 5 to 8 cents less than the cost 
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of producing the eggs. I would conclude from this that the “eat- 
an-egg-day” campaign has not met with total success. 

How long are we going to sit around and watch this fascinating 
race to see whether the American people can eat more eggs than the 
producers can dish up? As long as egg production remains com- 
pletely unrestrained, I'll place my money on the egg producers any 
day. But more to the point is the fact that, while this may be a fas- 
cinating race to watch, it is not very amusing ‘to those who are running. 

Yet, despite the manifest need for some kind of stabilization pro- 
gram and despite the many appealing features of this bill, which was 
prepared in close cooperation with the producers involved and which 
[ know is supported by the bulk of producers in New Jersey, the De- 
partment of Agriculture will apparently have no part of it. 

According to the report on the bill, which the Department sub- 
mitted last year, the opposition to this bill seems based on several 
factors: 

First, a point is made that the bill provides for no public hearings. 
It would seem to me, in view of the fact that any marketing or pro- 
duction program would be devised by a representative cross section 
of the produc ers themselves, that it would be subject to the approval 
of the Secretary and finally that it would have to be accepted by two- 
thirds of all the producers in a referendum, there would seem to be 
little need for pubiie hearings. But this is a minor point I am sure 
could be worked out to everyone’s satisfaction. 

Second, the Department comments that it has on previous occa- 
sions opposed a program to establish individual producer quotas or 
allotments. Aside from the fact that passage of this bill would not 
necessarily result in the establishment of quotas, it is hard for me to 
understand the Department’s opposition to a program that would 
be created and approved by the producers themselves. It would be 
illuminating to me to know the Department’s reasoning on this 
quest ion, 

Third, the Department complains that the bill “would delegate the 
responsibilities and powers of the Federal Government to members 
of an industry.” and leave the Secretary with nothing much more than 
the veto power. I suggest that the veto power is not an inconsiderable 
power. 

But there is a nice irony in this objection, coming as it does from a 
Department that has pe ‘rsistently and fervently urged that the Gov- 
ernment get out of agriculture and let the farmers alone. 

Finally, the Department wonders whether there is any necessity for 
this legislation since “the poultry industry is well organized nation- 
ally in commodity groups on a State basis and presently has ma- 
chinery which operates on a voluntary basis.” 

Now I would be the last to question the Department’s right to sec- 
ond-guess the necessity for this legislation, but I find it hard to be- 
lieve | that an industry ‘that. can barely cover the basic costs of produc- 
ing its commodity is as well organized or operates voluntarily as well 
us It might. 

It seems to me, in view of the considerable interest of the producers 
in this legislation, that the Department might consider deferring its 
judgment on this point and give the farmers a chance to express them- 


selves on the subject. 
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While I am not nearly as knowledgeable as I would like to be on 
the complex operations of our agric ultural economy and the probable 
effects of such legislation as is proposed here, it does seem to me to 
contain a great deal of merit and I sincerely hope it will receive the 
early and sympathetic consideration of this committee. 

I would also like to suggest—and it is probably not necessary to do 
so—that consideration be given to a question that occurred to me in 
reviewing the bill. 

I assume it is the purpose of this bill to include under its provi- 
sions as Many groups as possible that are involved in the various 
stages of production and marketing of poultry and eggs. I wonder 
whether the definition of “producer” in section 3 is broad enough to 
insure that any marketing or production program would be truly ef 
fective, and that no major group in the industry would be in: ivan: 
tently exempted from control. 

Senator Sparkman, of Alabama, is present. The quorum bell has 
rung, but I wondered if you would like to introduce your constituents. 

Senator SparKMAN. I would be glad to, Mr. Chairman. 

I suppose that due to the live quorum call it will necessitate atten- 
tion to it. 

I appreciate the opportunity which you have atforded me of coming 
before you and the other members of this subcommittee for the pur- 
pose of introducing two of my good friends and distinguished fellow 
citizens of Alabama, Mr. Merlin T. Bryant of Brundidge, Ala., and 
Mr. W. L. Walsh of Montgomery, Ala. 

Mr. Bryant and Mr. Walsh will, in their testimony, speak not only 
as experienced and successful businessmen in the poultry industry of 
Alabama, but as long-time leaders in the poultry industry of our State 
and of the Nation. 

And may I, as an aside, say that the poultry industry has really be- 
come a significant asset in our State. It is one of our great resources. 
It has grown up rather rapidly over the past several years. 

Senator Witi1ams. Will you yield ? 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. 

Senator Winuiams. That is what the competitors in New Jersey 
know. 

Senator SparkMAN. Of course, Alabama has always been thought 
of, I suppose, as the big cotton-producing State, and it still is a big 
cotton-producing State, not of the size of Texas, but of some of the 
other States. However, it is a big cotton producer. Cotton is still of 
great interest and importance to us. 

But with the advent and growth of the poultry industry we have 
seen a replac ed as the principal source of farm income in the last 
few yea Today our principal source of farm income is from live 
aie faisillinase attle, poultry, hogs, and others. 

I throw that in quickly to let you know we are not just casually in- 
terested in matters affecting the poultry industry. It really has be- 
come a big and important part of the agr icultural picture in our State. 

Mr. Bryant, in addition to managing his own business, serves as 
president of the Alabama Poultry Industry Association. Mr, Walsh 
likewise serves in the dual c apacity of managing his own successful 
poultry business and as executive secretary -treasurer of the Alabama 
Poultry Industry Association. Mr. Walsh also serves as secretary- 
treasurer of the Alabama Egg Association. 


en 





hi 


TO 
1e 


lo 
in 


ag 
1" 
yw 


id 
ly 
of 


ite 


ey 


‘ht 


’ 


ig 


7A Sa RARE TE 


NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 107 


I think it appropriate, Mr. Chairman, to say just a word about the 
Alabama Poultry Industry Association. We in Alabama take pride 
in the fact that the Alabama Poultry Industry Association is some- 
what unique in its organizational structure and in the breadth of the 
representation which the association provides for all who are direct 
participants in the poultry industry of our State. 

I call to your atention the fact that this splendid and unique 
organization represents not just one type of poultry operation, but 
every type. It represents poultry producers, turkey producers, egg 
producers, hatcherymen, poultry processors, and feed suppliers. It is 
an organization dedicated to devoting itself to the total needs and con- 
cerns of the poultry industry across the board. Because every activity 
associated with producing and distributing poultry is encompassed in 
this fine organization, its officers and its members have, I am sure, the 
finest type of coordinated and comprehensive view of the total in- 
dustry and its problems. 

The watchword of the Alabama Poultry Industry Association is 
teamwork in an atmosphere of common concern for the total problems 
of the industry. 

These splendid officers, Mr. Bryant and Mr. Walsh, who are so 
experienced and so knowledgeable in the problems of the poultry in- 
dustry, both in Alabama and nationally, are in position to speak 
with an especial voice of authority. You and the other members of the 
subcommittee are entitled to accord great weight to the messages and 
“7 vations which these splendid witnesses will bring you. 

un delighted that Mr, Bryant and Mr, Walsh are here today, and 
[ again express to each of you my deep appreciation for the oppor- 
tunity to make this introduction and to commend their presentations 
to your most earnest consideration. 

Senator Witniams. Thank you very much. I am sure that Mr. 
Bryant and Mr. Walsh appreciate the honor of being introduced to 
this committee by this very distinguished and beloved Senator, John 
Sparkman. 

Senator SparKMAN. I may say that they are my good personal 
friends, as well my constituents. 

Senator Wituiams. We will now have to recess and answer the 
roll eall. 

(A short recess was taken. ) 

Senator Wixurams. The subcommittee hearing wil] resume. Mr. 
Bryant and Mr. Walsh will present their statements. We are indeed 
vlad to have you gentlemen here. I was very much impressed with 
the background as described by Senator Sparkman. 


STATEMENT OF MERLIN T. BRYANT, PRESIDENT, ALABAMA POUL- 
TRY INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION, BRUNDIDGE, ALA.; AND W. L. 
WALSH, SECRETARY-TREASURER, ALABAMA EGG ASSOCIATION, 
MONTGOMERY, ALA. 


Mr. Bryant. Mr. Chairman, I was very much touched by the com- 
ments of the Senator from New Jersey as to the plight of the poultry- 
men of his State. I hope that you ‘will not have an egg situation 
compared to the tobacco situation that we have had in the South, 
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My name is Merlin T. Bryant, and I am appearing in my capacity 
as preside ut of the Alabama Poultry Industry Association with head- 
quarters in Montgomery, Ala. Our A.P.I.A. is an organization of 
broiler, egy and turkey producers, hatcherymen, feed dealers and 
poultry processors. We have with the organization 28 county poultry 
producers associations affiliated with A.P.LA. representing over 2,000 
producer members. The presidents of each County Poultry Pro- 
ducers Association are members of the State board of directors of the 
Alabama Poultry Producers Association, which is also affiliated with 
A A ee 

In addition to the poultry producers, we have affiliated with our 
A.P.LA. the Alabama Egg Association. Alabama Turkey <Associa- 
tion, Alabama Hatchery Association, Alabama Feed Association and 
the Alabama Poultry Processors Association. 

All of the above-named affiliated associations have gone on record 
as being opposed to any form of Government controls on poultry, 
eggs, and turkeys. Also our overall A.P.LA. board of directors have 
voted to concur in the requests of our affiliated associations against 
controls. ‘Therefore, we appear here today in opposition to S, 2516. 

Our poultry industry has never received any form of Government 
subsidy and we want none. We are firm believers in the law of 
supply and demand and want to continue to operate under our free 
enterprise system. Our industry has grown to be one of the largest 
in the United States and will continue to grow and prosper if not 
handicapped and throttled by controls. 

From past experience we are aware of the fact that segments of 
agriculture whic h have been saddled with controls—or marketing 
orders—over the years are not dynamie and growing. Even though 
prices may have sa held up at a higher level, the volume has been 
decreased to where the total income to the farmer is less. We don’t 
believe controls will work with poultry. Also the poultry picture 
can be changed almost. overnight due to the shortness of time required 
to get in or out of the broiler, egg, or turkey business. 

Any marketing order designed to reduce supplies by regulating 
quality would only have a limited effect on our poultry industry be- 
cause the present quality of our product is already generally nigh. 
The poultry industry has given the consuming public more and : 
better product ata lower cost. 

The success or failure of any marketing order depends on how it 
is administered. The cost of administering such a program could 
run out of line and leave little or no moneys for promotion and pur- 
chases of surpluses. 

Many of our farmers, due to acreage reduction of cropland and 
reduced income because of controls have had to turn to other sources 
of income for a livelihood and poultry has been a natural to supple- 
ment this needed income in the South. 

During the past few years the economic standards of many of our 
farm families have increased because of this increased income from 
poultry. They have better living conditions, new homes, and more 
children are able to go to college, and they are enjoying a happier 
farm life. 
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I might add that the poultry industry has enabled many farmers to 
become businessmen, the counterpart to his urban friends nearby. 

Poultry and eggs are perishable products and have to be moved 
rapidly. If controls don’t work on the more stable products, why 
should we believe it would work with poultry. A product when put 
into storage must. come out in the future to some kind of market or 
else be destroyed. Poultry cannot be bought up successfully and 
held for months waiting for a market change. 

We believe that any economic problems we have can and will be 
solved within our own industry. The more efficient operators and 
the more economic areas will continue to grow and prosper. We 
believe it unwise at this time to continue to add other responsibili- 
ties to our Federal Government. This can only add to chaos in 
the years to come. 

We respectfully urge that your committee will oppose the passage 
of 8. 2516. In so doing you will help to preserve our free enterprise 
system and at the same time save our Government a lot of headaches. 

I appreciate the opportunity you have given me to express the views 
of our Alabama Poultry Industry Association on this vital matter. 

Senator Wiuiams. Thank you very much, Mr. Bryant. I am sure 
you appreciate that, if this bill should become enacted, and if the 
committees should be created, and if the Secretary should approve 
any program that the producers themselves might devise, that a two- 
thirds referendum vote would be necessary for the program to get 
underway ¢ 

Mr. Bryant. Yes; I do understand that. 

Senator WituiaMs. This is, of course, the safeguard that. we have 
seen in many other agriculture programs, as I understand it—is that 
not a fundamental formula for acceptance by the farmers themselves? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes; I think so. However, in the State of Alabama 
I believe that we recognize the preponderance of opinion already 
is opposed to controls and we feel that even the matter of enacting 
such legislation would be an unnecessary burden on the taxpayers. 

Senator WittiAMs. I appreciate your view. I would say there is 
a feeling here, I believe, that we share with you that we should not 
impose ‘heavy responsibilities on the Federal Government in this 
area, and that is why most of the administration reverts to the 
farmers, and it is the Department of Agriculture that objects to 
this. And it is quite ironical, because they, of course, in other areas 
want to let go of some of their jurisdiction and their responsibility. 
Here they seem to want to hold onto that responsibility. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Bryant. 

Mr. Bryant. Thank you. 

Senator Wittiams. Mr. Walsh, do you have a prepared statement 
that you desire to present ? 

Mr. Watsu. Nothing, except to say in addition to being the execu- 
tive secretary of APIA I am the secretary of the Alabama Egg As- 
sociation. And we would like to leave a statement from the E og 
Association in opposition to 8. 2516. : 

Senator WiiuiAms. We will receive your statement and make it a 
part of the record at this point. Do you want to amplify it at all? 

Mr. Warsu. Nothing more than to say that we are fully 100 per- 
‘ent back of the statement made by Mr. Bryant. 











110 NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 


Senator Wituiams. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Wausu. Thank you. 
(The prepared statement of W. L. Walsh is as follows :) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF W, L. WALSH 


Mr. Chairman and committee members, my name is W. L. Walsh. I am 
secretary-treasurer of the Alabama Egg Association with headquarters in 
Montgomery, Ala. The Alabama Egg pe ation is an organization of some 
500 commercial egg producers and egg handler members. 

Our Alabama Egg Association is opposed to any form of Government con- 
trols on eggs and poultry. Therefore, we appear here in opposition to S. 
2516. Members of Alabama Egg Association are firm believers in the law of 
supply and demand and want to continue to operate under our free enterprise 


system. 
The Alabama Egg Association is an affiliate of the Alabama Poultry In- 


“ss 

dustry Association. We agree in full with the statement being filed by the 
Alabama Poultry Industry Association in opposition to 8S. 2516. We hope that 
your committee will oppose the passage of 8, 2516. 

We appreciate this opportunity of appearing before your committee to pre- 
sent our statement in opposition to S. 2516. 

Senator Wiuurams. Our next witness is Mr. John A. Baker, di- 
rector of legislative services, National Farmers Union. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. BAKER, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman, we are very encouraged to note at the 
head of the table today a long-time fr iend of the farmers, and as a 
member of the House we depended upon you to bring about the enact- 
ment of good farm programs, even though as you stated earlier to- 
day, Mr. Chairman, you are something of a window box farmer. 

I think that you realize by your very interest. in this poultry legis- 
lation, however, that there are many fine people in New Jersey who 
are trained to make a living in producing eggs and other poultry 
products. And the interest that you are taking in giving your time 
from your other commanding duties this morning to be here is very 
much appreciated. 

Senator WitiiaMs. I appreciate your statement. 

Mr. Baxer. I appear in support of S. 2516 and urge its adoption. 
As we see it, this could be done either by 1: ins of specific legislation 
along the lines of S. 2516 or as a poultry program that would be 
adopted and placed into effect under general enabling legislation of 
the type proposed by Senators Humphrey and Symington, members 

of your committee. 

If there is widespread agreement on this proposal for nationwide 
marketing orders for eggs, broilers, and turkeys, this language could 
be included in the general farm income enabling act along the lines 
of the Humphrey and Symington bills and the new Family Farm 
Income Act of 1960 introduced recently in the House by a broad rep- 
resentative group of city and farm area Members, which we hope 
Congress will adopt this session. 

S. 2516 provides the framework by means of which nationwide 
marketing orders could be established for turkeys, eggs and broilers. 
Producers of those commodities would be authorized under the orders 
to take actions required within the national welfare and specific con- 


oe ea Te ome 


aa re le ee 


PO NTE NT oe 6 





nm 


1e 


> 


n 
ye 


Eso ern: 


NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 111 


sumer safeguards, to maximize their long-term farm net income by 
appropriate bargaining power-supply adjustment and related pro- 
catiea, The bill provides adequate and essential safeguards for 
consumers and would operate at little or no cost to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Other witnesses will discuss the technical details of the 
proposed program in testimony at these hearings. I wish to make 
three general points: 

F inst, this is a good and workable proposal. It was developed in 
a spirit of cooperation and unity by congressional, farm organization 
and State officials who have been deeply concerned with the falling 
income of poultry producers. Representatives of poultry producers 
in many different production areas have helped draft this proposal 
and are agreed generally in support of it. 

Second, let me say, that Farmers Union favors adoption of general 
enabling type farm legislation that would allow the executive branch, 
with advice of farmers, to develop and put into operation a poultry 
program of this kind along with similar workable programs for other 
commodities. We need the general enabling act approach for use of 
producers that have not yet had an opportunity to come together as 
the poultry producers have. We shall support the poultry ‘proposal 
in whatever context possible—as a separate bill on its own merits, as 
separate title of a general] enabling act bill, or as a program to be 
developed under the authority of a general enabling act such as the 
Family Farm Income Act of 1960. 

Third, we strongly suggest that eggs, broilers, and turkeys are 
badly and immediately in ‘need of some kind of stabilization program. 
The proposed nationwide marketing orders, suggested in S. 2516, 
would provide such stabilization operated by producers themselves 
through administrative boards. However, we also wish to point out 
that the workability and effectiveness of the poultry stabilization 
measures will be considerably less in the absence of a good feed grain 
and livestock stabilization program. A nationwide marketing order 
for turkeys, for example, could not be as effective as it ought to be 
and needs to be, if broilers, hogs, and feed grains are on “the free 
market. 

According to the scientific study published in Senate Document 77, 
which your committee was instrumental in having conducted and 
printed, approximately free market conditions would result in 29 
cent eggs and 15 cent broilers. Turkey prices would be in relation. 
Even with prices somewhat higher than this in the past few years 
the typical family-operated commercial egg farm in New Jersey, on 
which the Department of Agriculture keeps accurate continuous ree- 
ords, was unable to earn any net family management and labor income 
above cost of production. For several years poultry producers have 
had to dig into savings or use up investment to pay for the privilege 
to work 4,010 hours a year to produce poultry products. 

We are gratified, Mr. Chairman, that the authors of the bill in- 
troduced it; we are proud to be partners in the unified group that 
developed the proposal. We hope it can be put into operation, pre- 
ferably in connection with the general enabling legislation for all 
farm commodities, which we hope will be enacted this year. These 
proposed nationwide marketing orders would be a workable way to 
get. a needed job done by poultry producers. We will support your 
efforts, if you decide to move forward on a legislative basis. 
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Senator Wiuiams. Thank you very much, Mr. Baker. I am par- 
ticularly impressed that you did highlight the very difficult plight of 
our New Jersey egg and poultry people. The fact that you specify 
New Jersey in your statement indicates, I trust, that this represents 
one of the darkest. pictures in the area. 

Mr. Baxer. It happens to be the only commercial family operated 
type of farm area engaged exclusively in poultry production that the 
Department of Agriculture puts out a report on every year. The 
Department of Agriculture puts out a report. It is entitled “Cost 
of Returns Family Operated Commercial Farms.” 

We have some 32 different types. The only one of those 32 differ- 
ent types that is exclusively poultry and egg happens to be the family 
operated egg farm in New Jersey, and it “shows that even with your 
poultry and. egg producers in New Jersey they have been actually 
paying for the } privilege of working for $4, 000 to produce eggs. That 
1s not “taking into account any sav ings or investment, but th: at is for 
the priv ilege of being there. 

Senator WintiaMs. That produced the figure that I referred to in 
my statement ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Winuiams. Thank you, sir, we appreciate very much your 
statement. 

Mr. Baker. Thank you for the opportunity. 

Senator WititaMs. I see Congressman Hagen, of California, here. 
We certainly recognize the demands on your time Congressman 
Hagen and we shall be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE 14TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hagen. Senator Williams, I thank you for the privilege of 
making this stateinent. I will be very brief. 

I have a similar bill in the House. 

Senator Wiii1aMs. I notice that one of the cosponsors of S. 2516 
is our colleague, the Senator from California, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Hagen. That is correct. We have had more experience in 
California with marketing orders and agreement type programs than 
in any other State. We regard them as a very legitimate type of self- 
help for farmers. 

We are all aware of the distress that exists in the egg and poultry 
business, because among the usual problems of getting farmers to- 
gether in an orderly market ing program which will guarantee them 
a fair return, we have those in the business elements, in the production 
end, who create for their own purposes problems of overproduction, 
ov ersupply. And in effect, the problem of the farmer is compounded 
in this instance. 

You are familiar, I know, with the problem of the so-called inte- 
gration in the poultry business. And as somebody phrased it, the 
integrated poultry grower is a laborer who has to provide his own 
factory. And we feel in California this is a bad situation, and that 
this marketing order, that is, the proposed marketing agreement 
approach is the only rational solution to the problem which “does not 

require a demand on the Federal Treasury. 
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I recommend it to you for that reason. Thank you very much. 

Senator Wituiams. We are grateful for your support and your 
coming here. 

Mr. Hagen. Thank you. 

Senator Witi1Ams. Our next witness is Mr. Ernest F. Smith, Jr., 
president of the Northeastern Poultry Producers Council of Kenton, 


Del. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST F. SMITH, JR., PRESIDENT, NORTHEAST- 
ERN POULTRY PRODUCERS COUNCIL, KENTON, DEL.; AND RICH- 
ARD I. AMMON, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NORTHEASTERN 
POULTRY PRODUCERS COUNCIL, INC., TRENTON, N.J. 


Mr. Smitn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Mr. Richard I. 
Ammon who will sit with me. My name is Ernest F. Smith, Jr. 1 
reside at Kenton, Del., where I am engaged in the production of 
hatching eggs. 

I am here today as president of the Northeastern Poultry Pro- 
ducers Council, more commonly known as NEPPCO, a nonprofit trade 
association whose basic membership consists of the following 14 State 
poultry producer associations, representing a combined total of over 
20,000 poultrymen : 

Maine Poultry Improvement Association. 

New Hampshire Poultry Growers Association. 
Vermont Poultry Association. 

Massachusetts Federation of Poultry Associations. 
Poultry Producers Association of Rhode Island. 
Connecticut Poultry Association, Inc. 

New Jersey State Poultry Association. 

New York State Poultry Council. 

Pennsylvania Poultry Federation. 

Federated Egg & Poultry Sales, Inc., of Ohio. 
Delaware Poultry Improvement Association. 
Maryland Poultry Council, Inc. 

Virginia Poultry Federation. 

West Vi irginia Poultry Associ ation. 

In addition to these State association members, NEPPCO also 
boasts over 3,000 direct, dues-paying members, 90 percent of whom 
are poultry, egg, and turkey producers, and 10 percent are from in- 
dustries allied to the poultry industry. 

Many of NEPPCO’s affiliated State associations, as well as other 
major poultry associations, have specifically requested NEPPCO to 
present this testimony on their behalf also. Appended hereto are 
their letters and telegrams of authorization. 

Our position with respect to Senate bill 2516 is best expressed by 
NEPPCO’s agricultural policy which reads, in part, as follows: 

1. Agriculture in the United States, as well as the Federal Government’s farm 
policy, should be based upon the principles of freedom of enterprise and indi- 
vidual effort. We are opposed to price supports, subsidy payments, and produc- 
tion controls. 


2. This council will adhere to the policy of advocating a free market system 
for the poultry industry. 
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This policy, long a tenet of NEPPCO, has been oft repeated before 
this committee. It was further supported by two recent surveys of 
poultrymen in the Northeast. The first of these was conducted in 
1957 among all poultrymen in the Northeast whom we could reach. 
Over 30,000 questionnaires were distributed; 66 percent of those re- 
plying favored adherence to a purely free market system or a slightly 
modified free market system such as we now have. 

The second survey—identical in every respect to the first—was con- 
ducted in August 1959, among our own members only—6,000 ques- 
tionnaires—and resulted in even stronger support for this policy; 82 
percent favored the purely free or slightly modified free market sys- 
tem. The questionnaires offered a full range of choices from a purely 
free market system—through all the various control systems known— 
to complete statism. 

In view of the expressed opinions of poultrymen throughout the 
Northeast, of our own membership, and of our longstanding agricul- 
tural policy, the Northeastern Poultry Producers Council is unequiv- 

cally opposed to Senate bill 2516 for the following reasons: 

First, section 6(c) (6) of the act permits the regulation or restric- 
tion of production of marketing of meat-type chickens, breeder 
chickens, laying fowl, eggs, meat- -type turkeys, and breeder turkeys. 
Since one of the current major problems of the poultry industry is 
described by many as overproduction, such regulation or restriction 
would, presumably, be designed to effect an overall reduction of eggs, 
poultry, and turkey meat products produced or marketed. 

To anyone familiar with the agricultural economy of this Nation 
today, it is quite evident that a certain economic balance exists among 
its various elements which is as immutable as the laws of nature. 
When the balance is upset—when any one element gets out of bal- 
unce—a kind of chain reaction is set off which eventually affects all 
of agriculture. 

The poultry industry, for example, while never having been sub- 
jected to controls itself, was nonetheless affected by those imposed for 
so many years on the so-called basic crops. In some instances, con- 
tinued high subsidy payments priced American agricultural products 
out of world markets and permitted substitute products to capture 
a large piece of the domestic market. Faced with ever-increasing cut- 
backs in production and ever-decreasing markets, many farmers 
turned to the booming poultry industry. While the industry’s pres- 
ent problem of overproduction cannot, in its entirety, be laid at the feet 
of these newcomers, they certainly contributed to it. 

Another result of controls and subsidies on basic crops, which 
hardly needs documentation here, is the inflated prices of feed grains. 
Poultry feeds have, thus, remained high in price at a time when 
depressed prices for poultry and eggs forced all poultrymen to cut 
their costs to the very bone in order to: stay in business. 

It is quite clear, therefore, that the poultry industry has suffered 
greatly from controls upon other agricultural commodities. How 
much more would it suffer if its own production and marketing ca- 
pacity were restricted or controlled ? 

Consider for a moment the many foods which today the American 
housewife can and frequently does substitute for poultry and eggs. 
Restrict the production or marketing of poultry and eggs—thus 
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artificially raising their prices—and you immediately invite these 
other food items to step in and capture an even larger share of the 
poultry and egg mar ket. 

Our second major objection to this act is that it grants too much 
authority to the Secretary of Agriculture. Proponents of the act 
term it “self-help” legislation, implying that the act enables poultry 
producers to solve their own production and marketing problems 
with a minimum of governmental intervention. 

We maintain that this is simply not true. The only action pro- 
ducers can take which is not subject to the approval of the Secretary 
is for a program formulation committee to decide that no program 
is needed for its particular commodity.t The Secretary has veto 
power over every other action authorized or permitted by this act. 

For example: 

(a) It is the Secretary who determines who is to be covered by 
the Act and who is to be exempted from it.’ 

(6) It is the Secretary who determines the final composition of 

each of the program formulation committees, i.e.; the Secretary may 

provide for the holding of, and supervision of, meetings of producers 
for the purpose of nominating representatives to such committees 
in those groups of States in which, in his opinion, the production 
of chickens, eggs, or turkeys is an important agricultural activity and 
total production in such groups of States exceeds $35 million for 
chickens, $60 million for eggs, or $10 million for turkeys. In addi- 
tion, the Secretary appoints | to each committee one representative. for 
breeders, one for multipliers, one for hatcheries, one for poultry feed 
companies and one for pr ocessors.* 

(ec) It is the Secretary who promulgates the rules and regulations 
which will govern the actions of the advi isory boards.°® 

(d) It is the Secretary who determines the maximum assessment of 
producers.° 

(e) It is the Secretary who has life or death power over every 
marketing program prepared by any of the program formulation 
committees. Only if he approves a program does it go before pro- 
ducers for a referendum. If he disapproves, the producers never 
get an opportunity to vote upon it.’ Furthermore, when a referen- 
dum is held, it is the Secretar y who determines which producers are 
eligible to vote.® 

(f) It is the Secretary who approves or disapproves all amend- 
ments to any mar keting program.’ 

(g) It is the Secretary who may suspend the application of any 
provision of a marketing program in any circumstances, as deter- 
mined by him, where the application of such provision would be in 
contravention of the act.’° 

In conclusion, I should like to reiterate the position of the North- 

eastern Poultry Producers Council with respect to Senate bill 2516. 


6, sec. 5(a). 

sec, 3(1 (2). 
2 1bia sec. 4(b) (2), (c) (2), and(d) (2). 
4 Ibid. sec. 4( 
5 Ibid., sec. 6( a 2) and (b) (7). 
® Ibid., sec. 6(b) (1). 
* Ibid., sec. 7( 
* Ibid., sec. 7 ( 
® Thid., sec. 


8. 
2° Thid., sec. 9(g). 


and (b). 
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NEPPCO is opposed to any and all legislation which would di- 
rectly or indirectly impose Government controls or restrictions upon 
the production or marketing of any agricultural product. Experience 
has clearly shown that such programs do not insure satisfactory farm 
income. 

NEPPCO has not recommended any legislation, nor requested con- 
gressional hearings, on this subject. 

NEPPCO adheres to the basic principles of free enterprise and the 
free market system upon which this Nation was founded and by 
which property is privately owned, privately managed, and oper ated 
for profit and individual satisfaction—the system in which supply 
and demand are the ultimate determinants of market price. 

NEPPCO contends that present governmental statutes give to the 
American poultryman all the opportunity he needs to compete effec- 
tively and successfully in today’s economy. We further believe that 
the present major problems of overproduction and undermarketing in 
the poultry industry can be solved by poultrymen, themselves, work- 
ing through their recognized and established organizations. If poul- 
trymen will take greater interest and a more active part in their trade 
associations and cooperatives, the challenges now facing them can be 
surmounted. Admittedly, this is not an easy road to solution. It is 
a road that has been open to poultrymen for a long time, but which 
has rarely been heavily traveled. Yet it is the one course that offers 
poultrymen a very real chance for solution without loss or abridg- 
ment of those freedoms guaranteed by our Constitution. 

May I express to you, Mr. Chairman, and to the members of your 
committee, my personal gratitude and the gratitude of the many or- 
ganizations and the thousands of poultrymen I am privileged to 
represent here today for this opportunity to present our considered 
views and opinions on this vitally important subject. 

Senator Witiiams. Thank you, Mr. Smith. 

I notice in your prepared presentation you have appended numerous 
letters and some telegrams. Do you want these to be made a part of 
the record ? 

Mr. Smiru. We would like for them to be. 

Senator Witiiams. They will be incorporated in the record at this 
point. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 

CONNECTICUT POULTRY ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Mansfield Center, Conn., February 17, 1960. 
RicHarp I. AMMON, 
Executive Secretary, the Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, 
Trenton, NJ. 

DEAR Mr. AMMON: The Connecticut Poultry Association has always taken a 
stand against controls in the poultry industry. We applaud your efforts in 
opposing bill S. 2516. 

Please convey our stand to the Senate committee at the coming hearing. 

Very truly yours, 
CARROLL DUNHAM, President. 
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JEORGETOWN, DEL., February 18, 1960. 
RICHARD AMMON, 
Executive Secretary, NEPPCO, 
Trenton, N.J.: 

The members of Delaware Poultry Improvement Association continue strongly 
to oppose production controls for the poultry industry. We authorize NEPPCO 
to testify for this organization opposing Humphrey’s bill 8. 2516. 

CHARLES PECK, JF., 
Delaware Poultry Improvement Association. 


Boston, Mass., February 19, 1960. 
RIcHARD I. AMMON, 
Executive Secretary, Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, 
Trenton, NJ: 

Authority to represent the Massachusetts Federation of Poultry Association in 
opposing Humphrey’s 8S. 2516 National Poultry Stabilization Act is hereby 
granted. The Federation supports you in opposing the philosophy and ambiguous 
details of the bill. 

P. C. BoucHERr, Secretary. 


GEORGETOWN, DEL., February 18, 1960. 
RICHARD AMMON, 
Executive Secretary, NEPPCO, 
Trenton, NiJ.: 

This Tri-State organization represnts all segments of the broiler industry in 
the important commercial broiler growing area of the Delmarva Peninsula. Our 
membership totals over 2,600 and is composed of growers, hatcherymen, feedmen, 
processors, and allied interests. We authorize NEPPCO to testify for our group 
in Opposition to the Humphrey bill 8S. 2516. This organization has consistently 
and repeatedly opposed Government controls. 

WEBB CASSELL, 
President, Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc. 


MAINE POULTRY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, 
Orono, Maine, February 17, 1960. 
Mr. RIcHARD AMMON, 
NEPPCO, 
Trenton, NJ. 
DeaR Dick: The Main Poultry Improvement Association is opposed to Hum- 
plrey’s 8S. 2516 National Stabilization Act. 
We would like to urge the NEPPCO to oppose this bill when it comes up for 
hearing. 
We believe that its passage would be detrimental to the poultry industry. 
Sincerely yours, 
J.R. SMYTH, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Maine Poultry Improvement Association. 


HARRISBURG, Pa., February 18, 1960. 
Mr. RicHARD AMMON, 
Executive Secretary, Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, 
Trenton, N.J. 

DEAR Mr. AMMON: The Pennsylvania Poultry Federation, representing all 
poultry producers within Pennsylvania, hereby request and authorize the North- 
eastern Poultry Producers Council to voice their strong objection and opposi- 
tion to any and all Government controls resulting from hearings on Humphrey’s 
S$. 2516 National Poultry Stabilization Act. 
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The Pennsylvania Poultry Federation, speaking as the voice of the Pennsyl- 
vania poultrymen, have always opposed Government controls for all phases of 
the poultry industry. Our stand on this subject remains firm and constant. 

Sincerely, 
PENNSYLVANIA POULTRY FEDERATION, 
LAWRENCE E. KEGERREIS, 
President. 


FISKEVILLE, R.I., February 18, 1969. 
Mr. RICHARD I. AMMON, 
Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, 
Trenton, NJ. 


Dear Mr. AMMON: The Poultry Producers Association of Rhode Island author- 
izes NEPPCO to testify on their behalf before the U.S. Congress in opposition to 
the National Poultry Stabilization Act (bill S. 2516) now being considered in 
committee. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD GEE, 
Secretary, Poultry Producers Association of Rhode Island. 


Wooster, OHIO, February 19, 1960. 


Re Senate bill 2516 (Humphrey), National Poultry Stabilization Act. 
Mr. Ricuarp I. AMMON, 

Executive Secretary, Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, 

Trenton, N.J. 

DeAaR Mr. AMMON: This farmers’ cooperative association is a sales agency 
owned by 7 Ohio egg marketing cooperatives who, last year had more than 10,000 
producer members and whose production was more than 1,500,000 cases of eggs. 

As an officer of Federated Egg and Poultry Sales, Inc., I respectfully urge you 
to support our opposition to the above stated bill in any hearings that you may 
attend. 

It is true that recent egg prices are the lowest in about 19 years and that cur- 
rently they are below the cost of production. We do not think that a bill impos- 
ing production controls upon producers and the resulting bureaucracy that will 
be required to administer the act will solve the producers’ problems to their 
satisfaction. 

I would feel that this is especially true in the light of the results of supports 
involving other farm products; productions controls have not benefited the 
average family farm as much as they have benefited the large operators. Pro- 
duction controls thus far have not solved the surplus production problem; in 
fact they appear to have aggravated the surpluses, and have given all agriculture 
bad public relations. 

Should this bill become operative, and price supports established at levels 
higher than the current market levels, production would tend to further expand 
and more surpluses would be created. Eggs, being of a perishable nature, could 
not be stored over a long period of time. This would add to the problems 
presently existing in the support of feed grains. 

Again, I urge you to oppose this bill. 

Respectfully yours, 
R. B. TREAT, 
Treasurer, Federated Egg & Poultry Sales, Inc. 





BURLINGTON, VT., February 20, 1960. 
RicHarRD AMMON, 
Executive Secretary, Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, 
Trenton, NwWJ.: 
Vermont Poultry Association supports position of NEPPCO regarding S. 2516, 
National Poultry Stabilization Act, and ask that you testify for them. 
LEONARD MERCIA, 
Secretary, Vermont Poultry Association. 
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Sarispury, Mp., February 20, 1960. 
RICHARD AMMON, 
Executive Secretary, NEPPCO, 
Trenton, N.J.: 

Reference S. 2516, National Poultry Stabilization Act. Please represent 
Maryland Tri-County Poultry Association at hearing. We definitely oppose this 
bill as it would jeopardize the welfare and future growth of the industry. Our 
organization is largely composed of individual producers. 

DoNALD H. TATTERSON, 
President, Tri-County Poultry Association. 


PITTSVILLE, Mp., February 21, 1960. 
RICHARD AMMON, 
Executive Secretary, NEPPCO, 
Trenton, N.J.: 

NEPPCO is hereby authorized to represent the Maryland State Poultry 
Council, Ine., at the hearing on bill S. 2516, National Poultry Stabilization Act. 
The council stands in opposition to the practices set forth in this proposed bill. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN MARTINUK, 
President, Maryland State Poultry Council, Inc. 


PETERSBURG, W. VA. 
Mr. Ricwarp I. AMMON, 
Executive Secretary, Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, 
Trenton, N.J. 

Dear Mr. Ammon: In reply to your telegram of February 16, 1960, the West 
Virginia Poultry Association, composed of approximately 300 members, represent- 
ing the entire State, is opposed to Humphrey’s S. 2516, National Poultry Stabi- 
lization Act. 

If this office can be of any further service to you in the above matter, do not 
hesitate to call on us. 

Very truly yours, 
Witson H. SMITH, 


Executive Seoretary, West Virginia Poultry Association. 


FEBRUARY 23, 1960. 


Mr. RicHArRD I. AMMON, 
Executive Secretary, Northeastern Pouliry Producers Council, Inc., 10 Rutgers 


Place, Trenton, N.J. 

Dear Mr. AMMOoN: The turkey division of NEPPCO, representing turkey pro- 
ducers in the 14 Northeastern States, held its annual meeting in Trenton, N.J. 
today and voted unanimously to oppose Senator Humphreys’ bill, S. 2516, the 
National Poultry Stabilization Act. 

Furthermore, it was agreed by the delegates attending this meeting, that 
NEPPCO should represent the turkey division in the testimony it plans to present 
at the Senate hearings on this bill on Friday, February 26, 1960. 

Very truly yours, 
J.C. LAMBERT, Jr., Secretary. 

Senator Wiri1Ams. You have 14 State Poultry Associations as part 
of the Northeastern Poultry Producers Council ? 

Mr. Smirn. That is true. 

Senator Witt1amMs. With your headquarters at Trenton, N.J.? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Senator WittraMs. I would like to drop in to see you sometime. 

Mr. Smirn. We will be glad to have you. 

Senator Witiiams. I wonder if you would tell me the number of 
your membership in New Jersey, because that is particularly inter- 
esting to me. 
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Mr. Smirn. Basically, the State association is the member from 
each State, and then there are individual members who pay direct 
dues to NEPPCO. 

As to the exact membership in New Jersey, actu: lly, the member 
ship campaign for this vear is just in progress right now. 

Senator Winriams. Do you invite the membership of the entire 
industry, that is. of the egg people ? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wititams. Do you have any impression that vou can give 
me now of the makeup of your New Jersey ufiliate, as to how many 
members vou have in New Jersey ? 

Mr. Amon. I do not have the figures with me. 

Senator Wini1ams. Do you have any rough idea—we have thou- 
sands of people in the industry in our State. 

Mr. Anon. I realize that. 

Senator Wiiu1ams. I wondered how many hundreds or thousands 
you might have as members of your association. 

Mr. Amnon. We have, as Mr. Smith mentioned, sir, something 
over 3,000 direct members. How many of those are from the State 
of New Jersey, I cannot answer now. 

Senator Witurams. How long has NEPPCO been in existence? 

Mr. Smirnu. Since 1931. 

Senator Witntams. And you seek the State Poultry Producer 
Council of the State as vour member ¢ 

Mr. Smirn. Asthe basic inembei, that is trie. 

Senator WituraMs. I do not think that I have anything further 
to ask of you, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you very much. 

Senator Proxmire. Could Task a question here ? 

Senator Winirams. Yes. I was going to transfer to my senior 
colleague, Senator Proximire, the duties of the chair, but before we 
do that, maybe you would like to ask some questions. 

Senator Proxmire. Yes, I would like to ask a question. 

You are Mr. Ernest F. Smith ? 

Mr. Sairn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Proxmire. And do you represent the Northeastern Poultry 
Producers Council which, in turn, represents these associations listed 
here ? 

Mr. Suirnu. That is true. 

Senator Proxmire. Including 20,000 poultrymen. You say that 
you have sent out 30,000 questionnaires. Do you have copies of the 
questionnaire ? 

Mr. Ammon. We have them in our files. 

Senator Proxmire. Would you make those available for the record ? 
I think that they are very pertinent. 

Mr. Smirn. We will ge glad to. 
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(The information to be furnished follows :) 
QUESTIONNAIRE USED FOR 1957 AND 1959 SuRVEYS OF PRODUCER OPINION 
FILL THIS OUT NOW 


Which of the alternatives suggested most nearly fits your own opinion of what 
is the best policy for the poultry industry and the country as a whole. 
Circle your choice: 

A Adhere to a purely free market system, resisting subsidies and controls of 
every kind. 

B A free market system but with possible government assistance against dis- 
aster (say at “60 percent of parity’), and emergency measures such as 
school lunch, surpius removal programs, export incentives, etc. 

C <A modified free market system, including a degree of integration, with con- 
trol of production gradually moving into the hands of private or public 
financing sources. 

ID Some degree of production control derived from Government authority but 
producer directed. The objective here would be to support price indirectly 
by holding down the supply. 

E An outright system of government subsidy and control. This might take the 
form of price support by government buying plus control of production, as is 
done now with the “basic” crops. 

F A system of direct payments to the producer of the difference between mar- 
ket price and a fixed level of parity, together with a limitation on produc- 
tion or market supply, as is done with wool. 

G Complete dictation and regulation by government edict (statism). 


To help classify answers, please furnish the following information about your 
operation : 


1. Poultryman: Market eggs ------ hatching eggs ~~ -. brotiers: 1... 
turkeys... cen .—.... 
CT i ea Ae 


Approximate size: Number of layers, broiler capacity, hatchery capacity, 
PUDEOCS CHDRGIG = 226 a eee 


2. Industryman: Principal product; feed _----~ pharmaceuticals, ete. __---- 
COUIDINOINE 20 cea eee meaenieeem 
CRE 5c teeta ee gencearc sine eae 
3. Serviceman: College _.._. county extension .... Department of Agricul- 
Cre... CR eh oh a ete 
4. Marketman: Country receiver of eggs ~----- + DOGHREV cancce 
Processor of eggs __.___, poultry ~____~- 
Distributor or retailer of eggs, _.-___ 1 


Your comments: Possibly you have some other alternative or comments you 
would like to express: 
RN ach aha atch cates ind ance aera a 


Senator Proxmire. I know that on occasions when a large number 
of farmers in Wisconsin were circulated on the same kind of thing, 
they gave similar answers to the answers that you have here, but when 
they were circularized and the questions were phrased differently, 
they gave answers to the effect that they very much wanted to have 
controls. 

You recognize that the wording of the questionnaire is crucial and 
of critical importance. 

Mr. Sairu. I will see that copies of that are made available to you. 

Senator Proxmire. You say that 30,000 were sent out to all of the 
poultry people in the industry ? 

Mr. Siru. Pretty generally, yes, sir. Some were in the poultry 
magazines, 

Mr. Amnon. It was published in those. 

Mr. Smirn. It was thoroughly circularized. 
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Senator Proxmire. How many replied ? 

Mr. Smirn. Around 12 percent. 

Senator Proxmire. So that out of the 30,000, about 4,000 answered ? 

Mr. Smirx. That is roughly it. 

Mr. Ammon. I think it was 3,600. 

Senator Proxmire. And did the replies come from any particular 
section, or were they fairly well distributed ? 

Mr. Smirn. In general, I think that you could say they were pretty 
well distributed. 

Senator Proxmire. Can you give us a breakdown of that for the 
record ? 

Mr. Ammon. Not yet. 

Mr. Smirn. We will furnish that. 

Senator Proxmire. Will you furnish the questions that were asked ? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

(The information to be furnished follows :) 
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A total of 3,975 replies was received up to April 10, 1957 from approximately 
31,000 survey blanks sent out. Since many of the blanks were redistributed 
by cooperatives, we have no way of knowing the exact number actually dis- 
tributed. The return was therefore, in excess of 13 percent, a good return 
for a mail questionnaire of such wide distribution. Of these returns, 3,257 
were usable for State and choice indications from the Northeast. 90 were 
from outside the Northeast or the postmark was undecipherable. Some 100 
gave no clear indication though from comments, etec., the proportions opposed 
to controls vs. those favoring controls of some sort was the same as shown in 
the returns analyzed. Many were returned blank, others marked two or more 
choices and still others offered comments not classifiable in the categories 
suggested. Well over 75 percent of the returns were signed. Many of the 
comments appended showed much careful thought. We regret the inability 
to present all these comments. 


DISTRIBUTION OF VOTES BY SIZE OF OPERATION 
Tas iE II.—Market and hatching eggs (layers)* 


| | 














0-500 501-1,000 | 1,001-2,000 | 2,001-5,000} 5,001- | 10,001- | 20,000 
10,000 | 20,000 and over 
itl ities ss sis lapniaea h tlaacdhnitatieas xanga St a" 
(575) (272) (338) (477) (179) | (78) (24) 
A 47.0 50. 5 51.8 | 34.8 39.7 47.4 29, 2 
RE a 34. 1 34.3 26.3 | 21.6 20.7 14. 1 16.7 
O.. . - 1.7 a .9 2.3 6 | 0 0 
D iseecnnie 7.8 aed 14.5 25. 2 22.9 | 16.7 41.7 
E.. atch 2.1 2.9 3.3 6.1 7.3 6.4 8.3 
F 6.9 3. ¢ ae 10.1 8.4 15. 4 | 4.2 
G .2 .4 .6 0 6 Oo | 0 
1 Number reporting in parentheses, other figures are percentages. 
TaBLE III.—Broilers (capacity)* 
desiccant aaiaminssiaapiniipaiiaigienalc renal ‘ asia penne si 
0- 5,001 10,001- | =. 20,001- | 100,000 
5,000 10,000 20,000 | 100,000 | and over 
| 
ea) Ok aA 
25 (28) | (29 (23) | (6) 
‘2% act : 64 60.7 | 37.9 | 51.5 | 0 
Bett sae a 28 14.3 6.9 12.1 | 16.7 
an ; asia 4 | 3.6 | 6.9 Oo | 0 
ee a ee + 21.4 41.4 | 24.3 83.3 
Oe Steen ‘ : 0 0 3.4 3.0 | 0 
eae we : ; 0 | 0 | 3.4 9.1 0 
E ' : 0 | 0 | 0 Oo | 0 
| | | 
1 Number reporting in parentheses, other figures are percentages. 
TABLE 1V.—Turkeys (grown last year)* 
0- | 1,001- 5,001 
1,000 5,000 and over 
| 
ulmandie - sibel ie clean le lpactahabiieindiiad acted teal ee 2 ~ni — 
(8) (20) (26) 
' 
A. pein: aciisieausnninteagial inn nkaatnls ae ea wtiakis bana oes 62.5 60.0 38. 5 
tinier cr cou it hag moc eee nlc a Pee Re Se 37.5 25.0 | 19.2 
Se the eet id ae eee ca ; 0 0 3.8 
Se ee Pe ; he ace ; 0 10.0 | 26. 9 
a hl altel Sa a i ciel aa ae A Sulnat a 0 0 70 
TN te ca “eh 0 5.0 3.8 
DR tie ca oe ee 0 0 0 


1 Number reporting in parentheses, other figures are percentages. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF VOTES BY CLASSIFICATION 





TABLE V.—Poultrymen’* 


| Market eggs | Hatch eggs Broilers Turkeys | Chicks Other 





| (2,080 322) (177 (74) (160) | (5) 















! sia 46.1 | 42.9 | 51.4 80 
Des daincec 26.9 | 25. 2 18. 1 24.3 23.1 | 0 
Ree bred ceeded 1.0 2.2 3.4 4.1 6 0 
Bs aes ine eee 14.7 18.9 27.1 13.5 23. 1 20 
| ; alae 4.0 | 3.7 Ba 4.1 5.0 0 
F : wim 7.0 3.4 6.8 2.7 4.4 0 

i 3 0 0 0 0 0 


























Industry- | Government 
men servicemen 


Marketmen | All reports 


(ill 


Bis . ; tithe has 43.2 $7.7 | 51.5 43.1 
B : : - | 26. 1 26.9 30. 0 22. 4 
55. ua dea aaa ; ike HH. 7 a7 6. 2 1.5 
D : 3 17.1 12.0 10.3 22. 6 
E ‘ ‘ 9 0 a 4.1 
F : 9 2 2.1 6.0 
Ceti cede ee 0 0 0 2 


Number reporting in parentheses, other figures are percentages. 


RESULTS OF SURVEY OF PRODUCER OPINION REGARDING GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION 
IN THE POULTRY INDUSTRY 



























This survey. distributed in the August 1959 issue of NEPPCO News, was 
designed to indicate the trend of industry thinking since 1957 when the identical 
questions were asked. Though the 1957 distribution of questionnaires was 
wider (through cooperative marketing association members, State and local 
groups, in addition to NEPPCO News), the percentage of returns was about 
the same, 12 percent. This return on a mail type survey is considered good, 
and statistically significant. 

The questions asked are briefed here to save time and space. Full details 
are to be reported in November NEPPCO News or will be gladly furnished 
upon request. The statements and the percentage who favored that proposal 
in each of the two survey years follow: 


1957 1959 

(per- ( per- 

cent) cent) 

A. Free enterprise. No controls or subsidies______._._.______-___--- 43.8 62. 0 
B. “Surplus removal” or supports at “disaster” levels__._....__-_-- 22. 0 19. 7 
C. Private or public finance control—integration_________________ 1.5 2.5 
D. Market orders and agreements—enabling acts_._.__.___._-_____- 22.3 11.3 
2. Government subsidy and production control_________________- 4.0 2.3 
F. Producer payments and controls—“Brannan plan”____________ 6.1 2.0 
G. Complete Government control—‘socialization”______________- me ae <a 


Seventy-eight percent of those replying classified themselves as producers. 
Nine percent were industry men (feed, equipment, ete.). Nine percent were 
servicemen (county agents, extension, ete.). Four percent were marketmen 
(dealers, managers, or processors). 

“Large” producers (5,000 layers, 20,000 broiler capacity, 3,000 turkeys) made 
up 39 percent of the producer group replying; the balance being “small” pro- 
ducers. A slightly larger proportion of the “large” producers chose propositions 
D and BE (production controls) in preference to the other proposals, indicating 
that it is the larger producer who leans toward controls for the poultry industry. 
Sixty-eight percent of the replies had comments on them. Seventy-six percent of 
the replies were signed. 
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RECAPITULATION 
1957 1959 
Approximately number questionnaires distributed_____.__-____~ 31, 000 5, § 
a a ad ae ancien aa 3, 975 672 
i a a eee eis 718 112 
I ih i accede al es aca sab arnnaasa 3, 257 560 


1 Out of territory; blank; more than one choice checked; none checked but with com- 
ments that could not be classified, ete. 


THE QUESTIONS 
CHOOSE 1 OF THESE 7 ALTERNATIVES 


A—Adhere to a purely free market system, resisting subsidies and controls of 
every kind. 

This is NEPPCO’s traditional policy. 

B—A free market system but with possible Government price supports at 
levels below the cost of production, and emergency measures such as school 
lunch surplus removal programs, export incentives, etc. 

This for practical purposes is what we have had, plus a “disaster” clause. 

C—A modified free market system, including a degree of integration, with 
control of production gradually moving into the hands of private or public financ- 
ing sources. 

This is integration, as it is developing today. 

D—Some degree of production control derived from Government authority 
but producer-directed. The objective here would be to support price indirectly 
by holding down the supply. 

This encompasses the enabling acts with producer directed production controls. 

E—An outright system of Government subsidy and control. This might take 
the form of price support by Government buying plus control of production, as 
is done now with the basic crops. 

This is the present support-production control as used on basic crops. 

F—A system of direct payments to the producer of the difference between mar- 
ket price and a fixed level of parity, together with a limitation on production 
or market supply, as is done with wool. 

This is essentially the Brannan plan. 

G—Complete dictation and regulation by Government edict (statism). 

This is socialism and statism. 


meee, 
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Who replied, by answers, 1959 
POULTRYMEN 











A | B Cc D E F G | Total |Percent 

















Market eggs. ............ . 149 44 4 36 7 8 0 248 
Hatching eggs............... | 15 TE cence i 1 bee Deceit de 19 | 
a -| ll 6 1 5 | 2 1 | 0 | 26 | 
MR iisaim ae eicmicpehbeneinode 11 Bitiincaniie | Bt cwace te ieualoname aa 15 | 
ciscntachbaiikdeninhs 22 | 5 1 | 3 1 | 32 
Mais ads cians aes l 2 | 2 
MOE: ceatcun J 209 60 6 17 9 10 l 342 78.6 
INDUSTRY 
Feed- i ea 10 s 2 1 | os Ler 22 
Pharmaceutical............- 5 1 ted cenit che 6 | 
PPAIOIIOING.. noc cccenccccuus 4 2 1 ; —_ ‘ 7 
Wao cin cednskuececer : 3 : aa wisi a 3 | 
a 22 il 2 2 0} 0 38 8.7 
- seememeneaans - - - ienieilnintignimiiamees J - = 
SERVICE 
a cae 10 l l ; J . 12 
County agent......-- cael ll 5 ] caltean ‘ l ; : 18 
Department of Agriculture__ 2 3 | 1 ‘ = é 6 | 
RE NERA 1 D he ; 2 
oa 24 | 10 3 | 0| 0 | 1 0 | 38 | 8.7 
MARKETMEN 
I pakch ccckd eatin aed PP Sawienie Stes ‘ il 
ONE inc cn ccnmaas a 2 Deere ine ; wnt — “e Sioa 3 
Distributors. -._...---- se 2 = 1 ; 3 
eS 14 | 1 0 1 | 0 | 1 | 0 | 17 | 3.9 
Small producers !__p¢ reent.-| 62 | 61 67 | 56 56 | eee Aveta 61 
Large producers !..... Becas 38 39 33 44 14 aS ie 39 
| \ | | | 
1 Break point: 5,000 layers, 20,000 broilers, 3,000 turkeys, etc. 
Comments 
A B ¢ D I I G Total : 
ct aes i a a ee eee ee | = ee Ree et eel a: 
Credit restrictions, Government and private_...-...- 22 8 2 1 | 2 Bienes 36 
Keep feed companies, ‘‘outside’’ investors, process- 
ors, or integrators out of poultry. --..........-.---- 13 | 4 I ae | 4 ais 25 
Take all subsidies off. ................... <r 39 | ee. nd cokeaguae De eee oa oe 13 
Keep Government out of business_-.___- nium BF cccn candid wkd - 24 
Would choose A, if all subsidies were out__.__-_.__-___/___- 10 ] 2 2 15 
Improve marketing, quality control and merchan- | 
a a Ree ee ee S 4 , . l _ 13 
Develop an enabling act, production controls... Zam 6 1 | 2 | a | 12 
SE Ene EE OU OE i iriviciccncmnwceknnccovuandlananenlannnnafecns 7 5 | 7 14 
Improve cooperatives, Fletcher plan, self help---___- 2 3 aad | sal 9 
Disappointed in NEPPCO’s 5-point program-.-._-_-_-__| | Ritoceiral | ‘ 7 
Kill the “exchange’’; investigate market, etc.....__.- | 4 1 | l l 3 ‘ 10 
CN alt a a eo | i ioenre | atic | ae | bet gt ale eed ee OE alia 208 


Note.—And many others too elaborate to digest. A total of 68 percent made comments. 





NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 129 


Supplementary returns from coupons published in the Family Farmer and 
postcard distribution by Central Jersey Producers Cooperative Association : 





G@ | .@ 
Central Jersey - ---- ee : 21 | 3 35 | 
Family Farmer.---- 9 xe Sawa! 10 


POA ons o8 ete : 21 | 18 | 44 | 6 | 120 
| | | | 


Which, if included in survey would change the percent reply data to the following: 


[Percent] 





B 





1959, NEPPCO. | = 62.0 | 
1959, all_- ' gee ee | 61.5 
1957 Free 43.8 | 


no 


rrr 
uo 


Senator Proxmire. This is extremely important testimony. The 
Congress wants wherever possible at least to understand the wishes 
of the produce rs. 

Mr. Sarru. We have all of that. We will be glad to make it avail- 
able. 

Senator Proxmire. Did you make an estimate of the number of 
people in the industry—I thought I heard you give some figure. 

Mr. Smirn. No. 

Senator Proxmire I thought that Senator Williams requested 
that. Could you make that kind of an estimate; is that available any- 
where? Perhaps we can get it from the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Sarru. I expect, probably, they would have it. 

Senator Proxmire. You say that 90 percent of your dues-paying 
members are in the poultry and egg and turkey- -producing business. 
What are the allied industries to the poultry industry ? 

Mr. Smirn. The feed companies, the poultry equipment manufac- 
turers. 

Senator Proxmire. Do you have a board of directors of the 
NEPPCO organization ? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes, sir. There is a board of directors from each 
State. 

Senator Proxmire. Who are the people that are the directors? 

Mr. Smrru. Do you have that? 

Senator Proxmire. Do you have such a list ? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes; this is it. 

Senator Proxmire. The executive committee is on this, too, I see. 

Mr. Smirn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Proxmme. How do you arrive at your position on legisla- 
tion ? 

Mr. Sauirnu. There is one director from the State organization and 
he is responsible in his own State for finding out the sentiments of the 
people there, and then through the action of the entire board that is 
arrived at. 

Senator Proxmire. So that the board of directors has considered 
this legislation ? 

Mr. Smrru. Yes, sir; that is true. 
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Senator Proxmire. And they have decided to oppose it? 

Mr. Sarru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Proxmire. Was this by a vote, or was this by a meeting in 
which the consensus was determined by discussion ? 

Mr. Ammon. The board did not vote on S. 2516. 

Mr. Smirn. They voted on the agricultural policy. 

Mr. Ammon. They voted on the agricultural policy. 

Mr. Smirn. That is on page 2 of my statement. 

Senator Proxmire. So the basis of the paragraphs numbered 1 and 
2 on page 2 are those on which the committee voted 7 

Mr. Ammon. Yes. 

Senator Proxmire. Which they decided by vote ? 

Mr. Ammon. That is correct. 

Senator Proxmire. That they would oppose this legislation ? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

Senator Proxmire. I apologize for not having been here earlier. 
However, I did want to ask these questions. 

Mr. Smirn. Very well. 

Senator Proxmire. I was getting the information for the record. 

Senator Wituiams. Could I pursue this question a little further and 
relate it specifically to my home State as to how the New Jersey 
council arrived at its position? I would like to inquire what the New 
Jersey council’s position is. Do you have anything in writing from 
the New Jersey council? 

Mr. Smirn. I do not believe so—no, sir; we do not. That is one 
of those that we do not have. Mr. Herbert Wegner is the head there. 

Senator Witiiams. Have you discussed with him S. 2516? 

Mr. Ammon. No. 

Mr. Smirn. I have not discussed it with him individually. 

Senator Wiiu1ams. There was no resolution by the New Jersey 
council stating a position on this legislation ? 

Mr. Smiru. No, sir; there was not. You will notice that there are 
quite a few of the State associations that just sent telegrams. 

Senator Wiiu1ams. Thank you very much. 

Senator Proxmire (presiding). I will put this NEPPCO directory 
into the record at this point. 


(The NEPPCO directory follows :) 


NEPPCO Drrecrory 
NORTHEASTERN POULTRY PRODUCERS COUNCIL, INC., TRENTON, N.J. 
OFFICERS 


President: Hrnest F. Smith, Jr., Kenton, Del. 

Vice president: Carroll Dunham, Southbury, Conn. 
Secretary: Russell Sturtevant, Halifax, Mass. 
Treasurer: James C. Weisel, Rosemont, N.J. 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS 


Maine: Oscar Turner, Livermore (Livermore 7-4871). 

New Hampshire: Henry Stevens, Gossville (Regent 646386). 

Vermont: Edward T. Crane, E. St. Johnsbury (Pioneer 8-3452). 
Massachusetts: Harold N. Caldwell, Littleton (Hunter 6-8306). 

Rhode Island: O. E. Lafreniere, N. Kingstown (Wickford 2-1198). 
Connecticut: Carroll Dunham, Southbury (Hartford, Congress 45120). 


|S RAPEEERYer nem 


un eee 


SR RSENS pee ee RI 





NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 131 


New York: Monroe Babcock, Babcock Poultry Farm, Inc., Trumansburg Rd., 
Ithaca, N.Y. (Ithaca 46384). 

New Jersey : Herbert O. Wegner, Newfield (Vineland, OX 1—2277). 

Pennsylvania: Harry P. Metz, Belleville (Belleville 14). 

Delaware: Vacancy. To be filled later. 

Maryland: Richard Gibson, Federalsburg. 

Virginia: E. C. Compton, Stanardsville (Yukon 5—2334). 

West Virginia: Ray Williams, Wolf Summit (Clarksburg, Main 2—4082). 

Ohio: Loyal Hostetler, R. 1, Smithville. 

Co-op Division: C. H. Stains, Flemington Auction Market, Flemington, N. J. 
(State 24717) ; C. T. Newsom, North East Ohio Poultry Association, Columbiana, 
Ohio (Ivanhoe 2-3353). 

Turkey Division: A. G. Palmateer, Elverson, Pa. (Morgantown, Atwater 
6—3061) ; William Gozzi, Guilford, Conn. (Glendale 3—2771). 

At Large: Ernest F. Smith, Jr., Kenton, Del. (Smyrna, Olive 3-7973) ; Robert 
F. Thurrell, E. Wolfeboro, N.H. (38-M-—1); Harold P. Klahold, Preston, Md. 
(Oriole 3-3400). 

EXECUTIVE COM MITTEE 


Ernest F. Smith, Jr., Kenton, Del (Smyrna, Olive 3—-7973). 

Carroll Dunham, Southbury, Conn. (Hartford, Congress 4-5120). 
Russell Sturtevant, Halifax, Mass. (Bryantville, Cypress 3—2504). 
James C. Weisel, Rosemont, N.J. (Export 7T-0631-J). 

C. H. Stains, Flemington, N.J. (State 2-4717). 

A. G. Palmateer, Elverson, Pa. (Morgantown, Atwater 6-3061). 
Harold P. Klahold, Preston, Md. (Oriole 38-3400). 


STAFF 


Richard I. Ammon, executive secretary. 

Alfred Van Wagenen, director, research and development. 
Doris Endebrock, administrative assistant. 

Harry F. X. Stults, office manager, bookkeeper. 

Mrs. Frances LeCompte, secretary. 

Mrs. Joan Brought, stenographer. 


ALTERNATIVE DIRECTORS 


Chester Batcheller, Limington, Maine. 
Robert Horsburgh, Fremont, N.H. 
Russell Baker, Brandon, Vt. 

Rockwell Donelson, Colrain, Mass. 
Andrew E. Danish, Troy, N.Y. 
Charles Henry, Hope, R.I. 

Harold Parmalee, Rockfall, Conn. 
Larry E. Kegerreis, Palmyra, Pa. 
Charles Marker, Dover, Del. 

Allen M. Bradley, Easton, Md. 

R. Baker Jones, Elkton, Va. 

Howard Hawkins, Wardensville, W. Va. 


EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE—DIVISION OF COOPERATIVES 


Chairman: C. H. Stains, Flemington Auction Market, Flemington, N.J. 

Vice Chairman: C. T. Newsom, North East Ohio Poultry Association, Co- 
lumbiana, Ohio; Howard Whelan, Eastern States Farmers Exchange, W. Spring- 
field, Mass.; Don V. Yingling, R.D. 4, Butler, Pa.; George Angevine, Warren, 
Conn.; Allan Hand, Greenwich, N.Y. 

Secretary: Alfred Van Wagenen, Trenton, N.J. 


EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE—TURKEY DIVISION 


Chairman: A. G. Palmateer, Elverson, Pa. 
Vice Chairman: William Gozzi, Guilford, Conn. 
Secretary: J. C. Lambert, Jr., Department of Agriculture, Trenton, N.J. 
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COUNSELORS 


Legal: Henry C. Schragger, 223 E. Hanover Street, Trenton, N.J. (Export 
6—-9612). 
Insurance: Clarence Spencer, 150 E. State Street, Trenton, N.J. (Export 
4-3151). 
STATE POULTRY ASSOCIATIONS 


Maine Poultry Improvement Association, J. R. Smyth, secretary, University 
of Maine, Orono (Orono 6—4441). 

New Hampshire Poultry Growers Association, Richard Warren, secretary, 
University of New Hampshire, Durham (Durham 1382). 

Vermont Poultry Association, Leonard Mercia, secretary, University of Ver- 
mont, Burlington (Burlington 44511). 

Massachusetts Federation of Poultry Associations, Pierre Boucher, secretary, 
Department of Agriculture, 41 Tremont Street, Boston (Lafayette 3—2050). 

Poultry Producers Association of Rhode Island, Richard Gee, secretary, 
Fiskeville. 

Connecticut Poultry Association, Inc., Fred Libutzke, secretary, Department 
of Agriculture, Hartford (Jackson 7-6431, Extension 441). 

New York State Poultry Council, Stanley B. Smith, secretary, Coop. GLF Ex- 
change, Ithaca (Ithaca 45411). 

New Jersey State Poultry Association, J. C. Taylor, secretary, Rutgers Uni- 
versity, New Brunswick (Charter 7—1766, Extension 7408). 

Pennsylvania Poultry Federation, Miss Florence Seiple, executive secretary, 
1939 N. 2d Street, Harrisburg (Cedar 2—7614). 

Federated Egg & Poultry Sales, Inc., R. B. Treat, % Wooster Cooperative 
Poultry Association, Wooster, Ohio (Angelus 3-3010). 

Delaware Poultry Improvement Association, Frank Gordy, secretary, Uni- 
versity of Delaware Substation, Georgetown (Georgetown 2971). 

Maryland Poultry Council, Inc., Otis W. Farlow, secretary, Farlow’s Hatch- 
ery, Pittsville, Md. 

Virginia Poultry Federation, Paul Williams, executive secretary, 615 E. 
Franklin Street, Richmond (Milton 4-1357). 

West Virginia Poultry Association, Wilson H. Smith, executive secretary, 
Petersburg (Circle 3—3831). 


Senator Proxmire. Our next witness is Mr. Thurnbeck, president 
of the National Turkey Federation, Forest Lake, Minn. 

Mr. THurneeck. With your permission, I would like to have sit 
with me Mr. Chester Housh, of the National Turkey Federation Leg- 
islative Committee of Elkton, Va., and Mr. Morris G. Smith, also of 
the same organization. 

Senator Proxmire. Very good. We are glad to have you gentle- 
men. You can proceed in any way you wish, Mr. Thurnbeck. I 
notice that you have a reasonably concise statement, but if you prefer 
to put the whole thing in the record, you can summarize it, or you 
can proceed in any way that you like. 

Mr. Tuurnseck. I would prefer to read it. 

Senator Proxmrire. Go right ahead. 


STATEMENTS OF C. N. THURNBECK, PRESIDENT, FOREST LAKE, 
MINN.; CHESTER C. HOUSH, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COM- 
MITTEE, ELKTON, VA.; AND MORRIS G. SMITH, VICE PRESIDENT, 
ELLICOTT CITY, MD., ALL OF THE NATIONAL TURKEY FEDERA- 
TION 


Mr. Tuurnseck. Mr. Chairman, my name is C. N. Thurnbeck. I 
am a farmer and turkey grower from Forest Lake, Minn. I am also 
president of the National Turkey Federation. 














NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 133 






On behalf of myself and the National Turkey Federation, I want 
to thank the committee for this opportunity to ‘present our views on 
the pending bill, S. 2516, insofar as it relates to turkeys. 

The National Turkey Federation is a national organization repre- 
senting the turkey growers of the United States. The National 
Turkey Federation was organized in 1939, and it has the largest 
dues-paying oe of any poultry industry organization in “the 
Nation. We have membership in all the turkey producing States and 
it is estimated that our membership produces 80 to 90 percent of all 
the turkeys grown in this country. 

Each State has a turkey organization which is affiliated with the 
National Turkey Federation. Our governing body consists of a 
board of directors. Each producing State is represented on the board 
in proportion to the number of turkeys grown in the State. 

We believe that our organization is unique by reason of the high 
percentage of growers who hold mem bership and its wide representa- 
tion. Its members work closely together in developing those things 
which are believed to be in the best interests of the industry. There 
is no other nationwide turkey organization. Therefore, the National 
Turkey Federation is in a position to speak authoritatively for the 
industry. 

Senator Proxmme. Do you wish to complete your statement first, 
or may we ask questions? 

Mr. Tuurneeck. I will be glad to do as the Chair wishes. 

Senator Proxmire. Would you indicate how you arrived at your 
position on this legislation and the part played by your board of 
directors and by your membership, if it played any part in determin- 
ing your policy ? 

Mr. Tirurneeck. The National Turkey Federation debates such 
measures—I should say, first, we have a bill pending, S. 1395, which 
has been debated by the board of directors of the National Turkey 
Federation which, of course, formualtes the position of the National 
Turkey Federation. 

In determining the position on this bill, the board has categorically 
gone on record as opposing legislation which contains production con- 
trols which might be imposed on the industry. 

Since this bill S. 2516 does contain production controls, we have 
established our position as being, naturally, opposed to any legisla- 
tion that would include such provisions. 

Senator Proxmire. How did the board itself arrive at that posi- 
tion—was there any attempt to circularize the membership, or was 
it a convention determination ¢ 

Mr. Tuurnseck. It was a convention determination that went over 
a considerable period of time that culminated in, I think, a conven- 
tion of 2 or 3 years ago, when this position was finalized by the board 
of directors, as I stated, by representatives of the States of the United 
States. 

Senator Proxmire. This was a convention that was held where? 

Mr. Trrurnseck. This convention, I believe, was held in St. Louis. 

Senator Proxmire. When‘ 

Mr. Trurneeck. That was about 3 years ago. I am sorry that my 
memory is vague on the exact intervening years. 
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Senator Proxmie. Then, 3 years ago, your organization adopted 
a policy of no controls? 

Mr. Tuurneeck. That is right. 

Senator Proxmire. It is on the basis of this policy that the board 
of directors is now opposing this legislation, is that correct ? 

Mr. Tuurnseck. That would be correct, sir. 

Mr. Housn. I am a former president of the National Turkey Fed- 
eration. This statement has been reiterated at every convention that 
has been held since. Even at the last convention, which was held in 
Minneapolis, at which there were about 6,000 people present, and each 
turkey-producing State was represented. 

Senator Proxmire. Do you have something to add? 

Mr. Smiru. In addition to that, the executive committee, which is 
composed of the national directors, had a convention in Kansas City 
the week before last, and they were of the same mind. 

Senator Proxmire. I just wanted to be sure that I did not miss 
anything. Did you say what your dues-paying membership was—did 
you say that it was the largest and that it is the only turkey federa- 
tion—how m: uny members do you have / 

Mr. Tuurnseck. We have, approximately, 10,000 members. 

Senator Proxmime. Are they located throughout the country, repre- 
senting every section of the countr y? 

Mr. Tuurnseck. Yes. 

Senator Proxmime. What proportion, in your judgment, does this 
represent of the turkey producers? That is, of the dues-paying mem- 
bers ? 

Mr. THurnseck. As nearly as we can determine, these dues-paying 
members do raise between 85 and 90 percent of all of the turkeys 
raised in the United States. 

Senator Proxmire. I am wondering, in terms of numbers, would 
you say 30,000 or 40,000 commercial producers ? 

Mr. Tuurnseck. I am not aware of any information that is avail- 
able to determine the exact number of turkey growers in the United 
States today. We do know that there are a number of small growers 
who are not members of our National Turkey Federation. Of course, 
they are included in the 10 to 20 percent which we feel we do not 
represent. The exact number I do not have the information on. I do 
not know if it is available. 

Senator Proxmme. You are aware that Senator Humphrey has 
indicated that hearings may be held on this? 

Mr. Tuurnpeck. That has been our understanding. 

Senator Proxmire. You may go ahead with your sti nerrreenge™ 

Mr. Tuurneeck. The bill pending before the committee, S. 2516, 
covers chickens and eggs as well as turkeys. The National Turkey 
Federation is concerned only with turkeys and turkey products. 
Therefore, I do not believe it would be appropriate for me as presi- 
dent of that organization, to attempt to suggest the nature or type of 
program which best meets the problems or conditions affecting the 
producers of chickens or chicken eggs. Neither do I believe it ap- 
propriate for those interested in the chicken or egg industry to suggest 
the type of program which is wanted or needed by turkey growers. 
My comments today, therefore, are confined solely to turkey and 
turkey products. 


——— 
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The turkey industry is a rapidly growing industry. During the 
past decade, production has more than doubled. Although consump- 
tion has increased from 214 pounds to about 6 pounds per capita, we 
believe that it can be expanded rather substantially. 

Production in 1959 was about 82 million birds. Turkeys are mar- 
keted throughout the United States and in foreign countries. It isa 
national and international market and turkeys which do not move in 
interstate commerce are directly affected by and likewise affect the 
markets for and prices of turkeys and turkey products in interstate 
commerce. 

Although the turkey industry has steadily grown, there have been 
substantial fluctuations in supplies and prices from year to year and 
even within the same marketing year. In years when production has 
been relatively low and relatively higher prices have resulted, produc- 
tion in the following year has tended increase to a point where sup- 
plies exceeded market needs and prices and returns to producers were 
not enough to cover production costs. 

These wide variations and fluctuations in supplies and prices of 
turkeys are bad, from the standpoint of both producers and con- 
sumers. 

Action which would tend to stabilize this cycle or to prevent tem- 
porary surpluses from disrupting the price situation would provide a 
more dependable year-round supply of turkeys for consumers at 
reasonable prices and would tend to assure more reasonable returns 
to turkey growers. 

The turkey industry strongly believes that it is an expanding in- 
dustry. Our industry, therefore, has opposed direct price supports, 
anger controls, quotas, and other similar measures which have 

en tried or used with respect to other commodities because we do 
not believe that direct controls would be workable or effective. 

On the contrary, such programs in the long run would be detri- 
mental to the best interests of the turkey industry and to consumers. 
The National Turkey Federation strongly believes in an economy 
based on initiative, enterprise and efficiency and opposes measures 
which attempt to fix a limit by law or regulation on the quantity of 
turkeys which may be produced or marketed. This is not to say, 
however, that there may not be programs devised which can operate 
in this free enterprise type of agricultural industry to deal effectively 
with temporary surpluses or market gluts which tend to occur period- 
ically, or which can assist the many individual growers through collec- 
tive action to increase their bargaining position or do a better job of 
marketing and of expanding and developing new markets. 

We believe, therefore, that S. 1395, introduced by Senator Hum- 
phrey for himself and Senators McCarthy, Magnuson, Yarborough, 
Jackson, Neuberger, Morse, Symington, Proxmire, Curtis, Moss, 
Beall, Fulbright, and Wiley, is far superior to 8. 2516, and would best 
fit the needs of turkey growers. 

S. 2516 embraces many of the features of S. 1395, except that it 
would authorize and seem to give major emphasis to restricting pro- 
duction or regulating the quantity which could be marketed, including 
individual producer quotas and allotments. 

As we have heretofore indicated, the National Turkey Federation 
is opposed to production controls or quotas which would limit the 
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amount any individual producer may produce or market. The tur- 
key industry i is an expanding and everchanging industry. Since the 
date when S. 1395 was introduced, many che anges in production have 
taken place throughout the U nited States. In a number of States, 
production has declined, while in other States, it has increased. As 
a matter of fact, just this past year my home State of Minnesota has 
become the No. i turkey-producing State in the Nation. We, as tur- 
key growers, do not want a program which would tend to freeze pro- 
duction pi utterns. We want a program under which the total market 
may be expanded and in which each producer may have the oppor- 
tunity and be free to increase his share of that market. 

S. 2516 would also provide for the establishment of a special com- 
mittee for the purpose of formulating a turkey marketing program. 
We think this is unnecessary and unwise. The turkey industry is 
well organized through its State and National organizations. Pro- 
grams could be developed by these organizations and presented to 
the Secretary. 

Furthermore, 8. 1395 would permit any producer or group of pro- 
ducers to present a program. This program could originate from 
any source. 

Under S. 2516, the Secretary would have the equivalent of an 
arbitrary veto power in that he could disapprove any proposal pre- 
sented. On the other hand, if he should approve the proposal, it 
would be submitted to a referendum. No opportunity for hearing is 
provided. Thus turkey growers would be compelled to vote for or 
against measures in which they had no direct voice in developing. 

“Under S. 1395, a proposal in furtherance of the objectives of the 
act would have to be set down for hearing. Any producer would 
have an opportunity to be heard on the measure ‘and could submit 
suggestions for improvement or urge the deletion of any provision 
to which he objected. After the hearing, the Secretary would pub- 
lish a Eepprnes order based on the evidence adduced at the hearing. 

Under S. 2516, approval would be required by two-thirds of the 
a voting in a referendum. 

Under S. 1395, approval would be required by 65 percent of the 
producers voting and 51 percent of the volume handled or vice versa. 

It is our view that the procedure under S. 1595 is more democratic 
in that it gives every producer a greater opportunity to determine 
the type of program to be presented in a referendum. 

We strongly urge, therefore, that the provisions of S. 2516 relating 
to turkeys be deleted and that this committee give consideration to 
S. 1395. Extensive hearings upon S. 3864, a measure similar to 
S. 1395, which was also introduced by & Senator Humphrey for him- 
self and several other Senators, were held near the end of the 85th 
Congress. The purposes, objectives, and merits of the measure are 
fully set forth in those hearings. They also disclose the very broad 
support throughout the turkey industry ‘for this measure. 

If, however, the committee believes that further hearings are neces- 

sary before acting on S. 1395, we suggest that they be scheduled for 
an early date as we are hopeful that this bill will be enacted at this 
session of the Congress. 

The proposal embodied in S. 1395 is the result of several years’ 
effort by the turkey industry to develop a program which would best 
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fit its needs. The measure has been widely discussed by our industry 
and each of the State organizations. The matter was last rev iewed 
at the annual meeting of the Natinoal Turkey Federation held at 
Minneapolis, January 4, 5 and 6, 1960. It was unanimously approved 
by the Board with directions that every effort be made to obtain its 
enactment at this session of the Congress. An overwhelming ma- 
jority of the turkey growers favor the objectives and principles 
embodied in §. 1395. 

We believe the program which has been developed represents the 
most, practical solution to our industry’s marketing problems. It is 
truly a self-help approach. 

Senator Proxmire. You say at the end of the first paragraph on 
that page: 

An overwhelming majority of the turkey growers favor the objectives and 
principles embodied in S. 1395. 

This is based entirely on what goes before; that is, the action of the 
board of directors and the policy adopted by your convention with 
regard to controls; or is it based on something else ? 

Mr. Tuurnseck. Again, it reflects back to what we think is broad 
industry representation of the turkey industry, in permitting the State 
organizations and national directors to express themselves at this na- 
tional board meeting. And any action taken at that meeting we would 
interpret as being representative of the — of the group. 

Senator Proxmire. How do the State leaders find out what the tur- 
key growers in the State feel ? 

Mr. THurneeck. Well, of course, all of the States, I am sure, as 
we in Minnesota, have a State organization which has a board of 
directors that is elected from grower representations throughout the 
State. These boards of directors, naturally, are in contact with grow- 
ers in their areas by virtue of their business associations and personal 
contacts. They gather at regular board meetings. And any matter 
that is of significance and importance is ¢ -onsidered by the board meet- 
ings. They express themselves, which in turn gives a directive to their 
directors that represent the State. 

Senator Proxmire. Do you have any difference of opinion on this 
particular subject—do you have any people in the industry who have 
contradicted the view point, who get up and speak against it and at- 
tempt to organize opposition to your position, for example, on 
controls? 

Mr. Tuurnseck. I think that any organization would have such a 
procedure. And, certainly, our growers are very open in their think- 
ing and very objective. And we have both the pros and cons expressed 
in these meetings in the formulation of the thinking very fully and 

very frankly. 

And in the process of the meeting, eventually you evolve a position 
that is acceptable to the majority. ‘In some cases the opinion has been 
unanimous In some States, and in some cases it has been the majority. 

Senator Proxmire. Do you notice any development in recent years 
of a mounting sentiment for some kind of controls which are for more 
stable improvement ? I realize that your industry is different than 
others and is growing rapidly. 
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Mr. Tuurnseck. I do not think we have. I do not think that may 
be a conclusive answer, but I do think that probably the reason is that 
our industry does feel it has not varied in its position regarding S. 
1395. They feel that they are fully committed to it. They under- 
stand it. They feel that it w ould be helpful to the industry. And as 
such I suppose we have been in the position to review our position, 
and we do feel as though this is the type of legislation that would be 
most beneficial. 

Senator Proxmire. You do not have any significant or substantial, 
at least, body of sentiment among the turkey growers who would 
favor S. 2516, or the differences between that and S. 1395 # 

Mr. Tuurnneck. We have some areas, naturally, that have differ- 
ences in thinking. I think any organization cannot ever claim 100 
percent representation of thinking. 

Senator Proxmire. I know that. I am not questioning at all, sir, 
the democratic proceeding. I am trying to find out whether, first, 
there is any change in sentiment in recent years, whether there is more 
of a feeling that ‘there should be something along the line of S. 2516; 
and, secondly, how substantial that sentiment, if it exists, may be. 

Mr. THurnseck. We are honestly not aw “ of any change in that 
regard regarding our position as reflected in S. 1395, as it would re- 
flect on S. 2516. 

Senator Proxmire. You referred to a difference in some areas. Does 
that mean in some sections of the country there may be more of a 
feeling, that is, in some States that there may be more unanimity than 
in others ? 

Mr. THurnseck. There is one State that has regarded themselves, 
while they are in support of S. 1895—they are on record as definitely 
favoring S. 1395—they, also, do have some leanings about certain 
provisions in 8. 2516. I am not aware of whether or not they have 
officially endorsed S. 2516. If they have, I am not aware of it. I do 
not have that information. 

Senator Proxmire. How much integration is there in the turkey 
industry in the sense that the processor owns the producer, or the 

roducer works for the processor in the production of turkeys? I 
ous heard a lot about it—I have not had a chance to study it. 

I think that there is substantial evidence indicating that in broilers 
and, perhaps, in some other parts of the poultry industry, this is 
quite extensive and is growing very, very rapidly. 

Mr. Tuurneeck. Naturally, there is a trend in the direction of in- 
tegration which has been a gradual one over many years. 

‘It has come to our attention, I think, within recent years because of 
the development more acutely i in the broiler and perhaps egg indus- 
try. We think that it is not developing at the same rapidity in the 
case of the turkey industry, although we do think that there is a 
gradual transition in that direction. It has not an acute matter as of 
the present time. 

Senator Proxmire. Your membership is entirely composed of pro- 
ducers? 

Mr. TuHurnseck. We have commercial memberships. We are a 
grower organization and our membership has growers in it of turkeys. 

Senator Proxmire. In addition, however, you do have people who 
are not growers who belong to it? 
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Mr. Tuurnseck. In addition to that, that is right. 

Senator Proxmire. Do they occupy positions on the executive com- 
mittee or the board of directors? 

Mr, THurnseck. They cannot occupy positions as a director unless 
they qualify as a grower. 

Senator Proxmire. Are some of your growers who are directors 
integrated ¢ 

Mr. Tuurneeck. Yes, I am sure we have some that have integrated 
interests. I think they are in the minority, but I am sure we have such 
representation. We feel as though we should have representation. 

Senator Proxmire. I am not questioning it. I just wanted to learn 
about it. Go ahead. 

Mr. Trurnseck. The bill, S. 1395, would authorize a three-pronged 
attack directed to the problems of temporary surpluses, research, and 
market development and expansion. It would make possible a brake 
on excessive production, utilizing the principles of economics instead 
of direct production controls or market regulations which would fix 
or limit the amount any producer could produce or market. It would 
faciiltate orderly marketing and attack the problem of temporary 
surpluses and market gluts by preventing their accumulation or 
through assisting the diversion or removal of such excess supplies from 
the marketing channels as might develop. It would provide funds to 
help direct research toward lowering costs, improving marketing tech- 
niques, and improving marketability of our product, as well as pro- 
viding a means for increasing consumption and developing new and 
expanded markets. 

Although our approach may be somewhat different than has been 
utilized in the past with respect to other commodities in that it does 
not make provision for controlling the quantity which any producer 
may produce or market, it does employ producers which have been used 
for many years under the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937. 

In connection with this legislation, it should be emphasized that it is 
entirely enabling legislation and that no action program can be put 
into operation without hearings and a referendum on a proposed mar- 
keting order to be voted on by producers. Producers would also have 
the privilege of voting out of existence any order which did not work 
satisfactorily. 

Any order promulgated under the act would be administered by a 
marketing board comprised of producers appointed by the Secretary 
from nominations made by producers in the different producing areas. 

Because of the size and organization of the turkey industry and the 
fact that the market for turkeys is national and international, we be- 
lieve that the turkey industry is somewhat different from other farm- 
commodity producing industries and that the turkey industry lends 
itself to the development of the stabilization and market expansion 
procedures authorized by S. 1395. This program proposes that funds 
be raised on an equitable basis from producers and that these funds be 
used for market expansion and for stabilization purposes. 

One of the principal features of S. 1395, is that it would provide an 
organized method for the turkey industry to give greater emphasis to 
research and market development. The possibilities for market ex- 
pansion for a commodity like turkeys in which the demand is elastic 
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are extremely good if the growers can be given the tools that they need 
with this legislation. Not only can the domestic market be expanded, 
but the possibilities for developing new foreign markets have se arcely 
been touched. The tremendous potential for further development and 
expansion of entirely new foreign markets for turkeys has already been 
revealed in several countries such as Germany, Switzerland, and the 
Netherlands through the work of the pene industry’s International 
Trade Development Committee of which the N ‘ational Turkey Federa- 
tion is a member. United States turkey is virtually unique in these 
markets. Substantial progress has been made in introducing and in 
obtaining consumer acceptance of this fine American product. 

The enactment of the enabling legislation proposed is S. 1395, and 
its implementation by turkey growers would greatly facilitate or- 
ganized effort by the turkey industry to keep abreast of the rapid 
changes and progress taking place in the economy of this Nation and 
abroad and be in a position to explore and to take advantage of new 
market opportunities. 

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the National Turkey Federation, I 
would like to express my appreciation to your committee for the op- 
portunity to testify in this hearing. 

I would further, with your permission, ask Mr. Housh or Mr. Smith 
have any statement to m: ake, if they might make them. 

Senator Proxmire. Before I ask Mr. Housh and Mr. Smith to do 
so, I would like to ask you, Mr. Thurnbeck, 1 in your judgment would 
the turkey industry be affected by S. 2516 if the turkey producers 
did not want to be—does not S. 2516 provide an option to the industry, 
the growers to choose whether or not they want to come under the 
program and with a pretty democratic option at that ? 

Mr. THurnseck. As I understand, S. 2516 would provide that op- 
tion. However, if that was the only legislati ion sounictie to the turkey 
and poultry industry, I rather doubt whether the turkey industry 
would vote to come under it, and, as such, we would be devoid of any 
form of program. 

Senator Proxmire. Let me say, if there are other groups, in the 
poultry industry who chose to come under the program, because they 
might in their judgment be benefitted by it, and as long as your in- 
dustry could stay outside of it without being injured, w why would it 
not be good public policy to permit these other groups to come under 
it, if, in their judgment, they would benefit ? 

Mr. Tuurnseck. We, certainly, would not have any observation 
about the position of other facets of the poultry industry as to their 
choice, as to whether they come under S. 2516 and we have no opposi- 
tion to their doing so. We can only speak for our organization. 

Based upon our previous action and the statement of our position by 
the board of directors, I think it could be quite definitely stated that 
they would choose not to come under S. 2516, and again would prefer 
to choose S. 1395. 

Senator Proxmire. Do you think that these two bills are mutually 
exclusive? Obviously, under those circumstances you would forget 
this, and you would come under S. 1395. You have an organization 
that represents, according to your testimony, 85 or 90 percent of the 
production of turkeys, and represents all sections of the country. 
There is no question in my mind that if what you say is true, that you 
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would go right ahead under the legislation that you prefer, and the 
other groups s could choose what they w want. 

Mr. TuHurnseck. I think that would be a fair analysis. 

Senator Proxmire. Now, we shall be glad to hear from you, Mr. 
Housh. 

Mr. Housu. My comments will be very brief. 

I have lived many years. I have seen many ideologies in my time. 
I have seen extreme trends toward the left and to the right. 

I have had the privilege during those times to see changes that 
have come about. What we think today may not necessarily be what 
we will think tomorrow, because of change in times. 

In my opinion, thinking in the United States must change. And 
we believe that there is a blessing in abundance and that it should be 
the privilege of our country to use our agricultural products in inter- 
national trade, so as to have a balance of trade. 

My prediction as a man of my years is merely that we will be 
thankful before too long that we have this possibility and this ability 
to produce these pr oducts economically, and that international trade 
will be developed to the fullest extent. 

So far as the control features is concerned, all of us in the Na- 
tional Turkey Federation, all of us who are connected with the poul- 
try industry in = way, should be humble enough to admit that we 
have a problem. I do not believe that it is wise to feel that you have 
everything under your control, and that you can bring in an individual 
who can act by himself, in ev er ‘ything that you do that you are directly 
responsible for, and that it is your own privilege, but it is your own 
privilege only if you coopel rate with others. And if you have faith 
and confidence in your Government to proceed to solve the things 
that come up day by day. 

The farmers that are in the poultry business, I believe, as a whole, 
are not interested in control in the poultry business. What will hap- 
pen tomorrow or the next day or the day following, will be for you 
to prophesy and for us to predict. 

T cannot help but think that we should have the opportunity to be 
businesslike and, as yet, no commodity group has had the privilege 
of having the same opportunities as big business or, you might say, 
even small business. What I mean by ‘that is this, that we have no 
organization which is loaded with money so as to work to accomplish 
the things that are necessary to operate on a commodity basis in a 
businesslike way. 

And this was our hope in this proposal, that we have had in the 
National Turkey Federation that we could, at least, have the oppor- 
tunity of trying as a commodity, to see if we could not be businesslike 
and have some help and some influence in international trade, in 
using our commodities an marketing in an orderly manner to be able 
to do those things that every good sound businessman feels essential. 

Pardon me for making one other statement. 

I happen to be a little bit guilty about integration myself. This 
has happened recently, in the last few years. Before that time I 
would prefer that somebody else handle those types of businesses and 
that I would not subject myself or organization to the integrated 
principle, but that seems to be the trend of the times. 
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I say this, that in my lifetime I have seen big organizations fail 
the same as I have seen small organizations fail, and individuals fail. 
And it is not necessarily because you are big that you can feel that 
you have everything in your hands. 

I believe in the preservation of the individual farmer and his op- 
portunity to express himself and to be a part of our economy. I think 
that we have missed an awful lot in the United States, the Govern- 
ment and our country at large, and that we will, if we do not help 
preserve that feature. 

Senator Proxmire. Thank you very much. Now, we will hear from 
you, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirn. I do not think that it is necessary that I make any 
comments. I think that the ideas expressed by our president and 
past president are sufficient. I think you have heard very well the 
facts. 

Perhaps I should emphasize that when our bill, S. 1395, was first 
dise and quite a number of years ago, I pointed to the directors of 
the States meeting nationally that bill, I remember that vote very well. 
I remember that we had seven in opposition. 

Senator Proxmire. How many were for it? 

Mr. Smrru. I knew that you were going to ask me that question. 

Senator Proxmire. Roughly, how many ¢ 

Mr. SmirH. Something over 200. 

Senator Proxmrre. How long ago was this? 

Mr. Smirn. It was back in St. Louis. 

Senator Proxmire. Three years ago? 

Mr. Smrru. About 3 or 4 years ago. But this is the point that I 
want to make: The next year, when it was discussed further, after it 
had been studied and I suppose passed on by State organizations as 
it was in our State, there was practically no opposition. I do not say 
that we had everyone for it, but I say that there was practically no 
opposition. 

So I think that shows that when people understand what we are 
trying to do—and again let me say t that there has been a lot of work 
and thought given to this—they are pretty well for it. 

Senator Proxmire. V ery good. Thank you gentlemen very much 
for your testimony. It has been very effective, and I appreciate it. 

Mr. Tuurnseck. Thank you. 

Senator Proxmrre. I understand that Congressman Sisk is here 
from California. 

And, Congressman Miller, will you come up, too? 

We shall be glad to hear from you now, Congressman Sisk. I un- 
derstand, Congressman Sisk, that you would like to introduce Mr. 
Xobinson and Mr. Paul of your State. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE 12TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I am Congressman B. F. Sisk of the 
12th Congressional District of the State of California. 
I appreciate the opportunity to discuss the proposed National Poul- 
try Marketing Act. 
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If I may digress for a moment, Mr. Chairman, I, of course, stated 
my interest in an enabling act on. behalf of, specifically, the turkey 
growers of America back about 5 or 6 years ago, and have done, along 
with a great many people in the West, a great deal of work on this 
subject and have prepared many, many different versions of an enabl- 
ing act to permit the turkey industry to move under national market- 
ing orders. And, finally, within the past couple of years the needs 
all throughout the poultry industry have developed to the extent 
that we find combined the broiler and egg people in an effort to try 
to approach this program on an over: all | program basis that has, I 
understand, resulted in the bill that we have here today. 

This bill is intended to provide for the orderly marketing of 
poultry and poultry products and to assure consumers an adequate 
supply of poultry and poultry products of wholesome quality at 
prices fair to consumers and producers. 

To accomplish this objective, it provides machinery for the produc- 
tion and marketing of poultry, including meat, chickens, eggs, and 
turkeys, designed to avoid wild fluctuation of supply and price, to 
promote markets, ¢ arry on research, establish and maintain grades, 
and in general, stabilize these industries. We believe this program 
provides the long- range solution to the constantly recurring prob- 
lems of the poultry industries. 

In 1957 similar legislation would have established a National 
Turkey Enabling Act. This new bill is a broadening of the turkey 
proposal to authorize separate programs for chicken meat birds and 
for eggs as well as turkeys. It has been revised to meet problems 
peculiar to those industries, but the basic plan and concept is un- 
changed. 

This bill is intended as an enabling act. Of itself, it would not set 
up any marketing programs. It is permissive legislation, It would 
authorize each poultry industry to manage its own affairs under a 
marketing program if two-thirds of the producers want a program 
and are agreeable to the terms and conditions. Unless two-thirds 
of the producers vote for a program it will not be put into effect. 
The Secretary of Agriculture would have power to pass on the need, 
fairness, and effectiveness of any proposed program and would be 
charged with responsibility for protecting the interests of consumers 
and all segments of the industry. 

This is a self-help plan. The industry concerned would finance 
operation of each program. There would be no Government support 
of poultry or egg prices or tax outlay to administer the programs, 
except for minor De partment of Agriculture expense. Each program 
would be financed by a limited payment by producers on the basis of 
the products marketed. Marketing quotas could be included in a pro- 
hie but only if agreed to by eac +h industry under conditions fair to 
consumers and produc ers. We think this enabling act will provide a 
governmental climate and approval to self-help programs under which 
the poultry industries can manage and stabilize their business and 
prevent in the future the chaotic “conditions presently prevailing. 

Some of our States now have similar State marketing programs. 
They have demonstrated their usefulness in promotion, education 
and market research. For example, we have a turkey marketing pro- 
gram in California. Under it California’s turkey consumption is 
double the national average. Its success encourages us to believe that 
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similar methods can materially increase national consumption and 
reduce surplus, as well as stabilize demand on a year round basis and 
lead to orderly and economical marketing. 

Senator Proxmire. May I ask if the California marketing program 
is similar to S. 2516, in providing controls on produce tion ? 

Mr. Sisk. It is my understanding that the California marketing 
order is basically the pattern which we used or which was used in 
S.2516 and the various House bills. 

Senator Proxmire. Thank you. Proceed. 

Mr. Sisk. If we could build marketing fences around States, we 
probably could solve poultry problems on a local or State program 
basis, but experience indicates this is not the answer in view of modern 
transportation and the free flow of turkey and chicken meat birds and 
eggs. It is essential that the problem be tackled on the regional or 
national scales which would be authorized by the enabling act. 

In conclusion, may I say we believe the activities and functions gen- 
erally authorized in the enabling act should be just as broad as we 

‘an foresee may be needed to let the industry work out its problems 
an justice to consumers and producers. It would be most unfortunate 
if we urgently needed authority the act did not give, and, on the other 
hand, I am confident two-thirds of the producers and the Secretary 
of Agriculture are not going to authorize any controls or restrictions 
unless they are necessary to solve production, surplus or marketing 
problems which may arise in the future. 

That concludes my prepared statement. I would just like to make 
one further comment in addition to that. 

I have mentioned from time to time consumers in this. I believe 
it is imperative in any program today we set up for agriculture, 
whether in the poultry industry or in the so-called basics, or vege- 
tables or fruits or whatever it may be that we must consider and be 
concerned with the consuming public of America, and be certain that 
they are going to be protected in a stabilized price, as well as a pro- 
ducer. I believe this very strongly. That is why throughout my 
statement I have mentioned the “problem of the consumer because 
of the fact that we have fallen into some criticism by, of course, the 
consuming public of America, that to some extent, many of our pro- 
grams were intended to gouge the consumer. That is not the inten- 
tion of this program. It should not be the intent of any agricultural 
program in the future. 

Thank you. 

Senator Proxmtre. I think this is a very fine statement. I want 
to explain the unfortunate situation that the Senate is in now, and to 
explain one of the reasons why we have had trouble getting Senators 
here. Weare having a Senate debate, as you know, on the floor of the 
Senate now. We have just received a quorum call preceding a roll- 
call. This committee will now have to recess. But before we do 
that, Congressman Miller, would you like to say something? 


NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 145 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEM MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA—Resumed 


Mr. Mitirer. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I testified yesterday but I could 
not help noting your interest in the preceding witnesses, and their 
statements as to representing industry. 

We have farm cooperatives coming in saying that they represent 
all of the members. I have polled a cooperative’s members along 
with other producers, with the assistance of the chamber of com- 
merce, and we found the organization’s official position was diametri- 
cally opposed to the present views of the actual producers. And the 
situation within the last year has changed very substantially. 

I commend to this committee to determine whether those witnesses, 
saying they represent large groups of people, actually do. It would be 
helpful that it be ascertained from the witnesses just when they did 
poll their membership, and what the poll contained, to see whether 
they really do represent the latest and most up-to-date thinking of 
their members. 

Senator Proxmirr. Thank you very much. I think that is ex- 
tremely pertinent in view of the testimony we have heard this morn- 
ing. It was very powerful and persuasive testimony. It does have 
to be evaluated in terms of how the members do actually feel. I 
found this in my own State. 

Again, I apologize, but I have no alternative except to go to the 
floor to vote. I will come right back after I vote. We will recess 
then for 15 minutes. 

(Whereupon, a 15-minute recess was taken.) 

Senator Proxmire. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Congressman Sisk, have you finished your statement ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Senator Proxmrre. I believe that Mr. Robinson is next. 

Mr. Stsx. I just wanted to introduce these two gentlemen from 
California. Mr. Paul is from my home town, Fresno, Calif., of 
course. 

Senator Proxmire. Where in California ? 

Mr. Sisk. Fresno. Mr. Paul has been very much interested and 
concerned and is one of the people who, back 5 or 6 years ago, was 
real interested in this kind of legislation and has been of great assist- 
ance tous. Mr. Robinson is not from Fresno. 

Senator Proxmire. Thank you. Will you please go ahead, Mr. 
Robinson. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD H. ROBINSON, SECRETARY, ORANGE 
COUNTY (CALIF.) POULTRYMEN, GARDEN GROVE, CALIF. 


Mr. Rosrnson. Mr. Chairman, if I may digress slightly from my 
prepared text first. My name is Howard H. Robinson. I am an egg 
producer from southern California. I have about 40,000 layers, but 
I am here more as a representative of a group of very successful and 
conservative egg producers who have banded together to exchange 
em and take a stand on the important issues affecting their liveli- 

ood. 
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I sat in on the hearings on this legislation yesterday and saw that 
my prepared statement duplicated much of what has been said by the 
poultrymen who have been hit much harder than the egg producers 
I represent. I was deeply moved by the fact that these poultry men, 
who testified yesterday, did so before only one Senator. I honestly 
hope that all of the Senators of the committee will make it their 
business to study the testimony of yesterday’s hearing. 

Senator Proxmire. That often happens. In fact, I would say that 
it is the rule rather than the exception in the Senate, because there 
are so many responsibilities, so many committees and subcommittees. 
As you know now, we have to be on the floor a great deal. I am 
sure that no slight at all is intended towards this very serious problem. 
I am, also, sure that the members will study the testimony with care. 

Mr. Ronrnson. Iam sure they will. 

I represent Orange County (Calif.) Poultrymen, Inc., a group of 
successful egg producers in southern California whose combined ca- 
pacity represents well in excess of a million layers. They are all good 
sound businessmen who I believe I can say are among the very most 
progressive. In a meeting held February 15, this year, the question 
of whether or not to support this legislation was put to a secret ballot 
vote with 100 percent of the members participating. The results of 
this vote were 7 to 1 in favor of supporting the legislation; 84 per- 
cent for it, 12 percent opposed and 4 percent undecided. 

Senator Proxmire. What was the ballot? 

Mr, Roprnson, Whether or not they should support the National 
Poultry Stabilization Act. 

Senator Proxmme. How familiar were these respondents with the 
act—had it been explained to them? 

Mr. Rorrnson. We had copies of the House bill which we under- 
stood to be very similar to this bill and discussed it at length with 
the members individually. 

Senator Proxmirr. How many members were there? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Actually, only 25 voting members in this group. 

Senator Proxmire. Yousay that it was 7 to 1? 

Mr. Rosrwson. There were 21 who voted in favor of it. 

Senator Proxmire. Very well. Did these members represent 
co-ops ? 

Mr. Ropinson. They are all poultry producers. 

Senator Proxmire. Very well, proceed. 

eg: Rortnson. I am here primarily to make these points clear: 

That wherever poultrymen have had the provisions of this bill 
dtuaue they have come out strongly in behalf of its support. 

2. Many poultrymen who in the past sent in communications indi- 
cating they opposed any and all forms of legislation have reversed 
their position in the light of additional information on the difference 
between this legislation and the other Federal farm legislation of the 
price support t or Federal subsidy type. 

Senator Proxmire. Do you mean to imply that there has been a 
general tendency or trend on the part of the producers to favor this 
type of legislation more and more as time goes on 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes, sir, definitely. 

Senator Proxmire. Thank you, proceed. 
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Mr. Roprnson. Three. That other organizations such as the Ameri- 
can Farm Bureau whose officers seem to oppose this legislation have 
done so without ever taking the issues to all its poultry members. In 
all the instances where I know such a vote has been taken in the poul- 
try commodity groups this legislation has had strong support. 

Senator Proxmire. What would you say about the poll of 20,000 
members where there were 3,600 replies, which, I believe, was stated 
by Mr. Ernest Smith. He stated, 1 believe, that it was a very broad 
and wide poll. Did you feel that was a fair poll—do you feel that 
the information was sufficient to evaluate it ¢ 

Mr. Rostnsoi. I was inclined to agree with your question, and 
I would like to see the questionnaire that was sent out and would, also, 
like to know if the members were sufficiently informed of the act and 
the provisions of this act. 

Senator Proxmire. Very well, proceed. 

Mr. Rosinson. Four. Only by the passage of the proposed Na- 
tional Poultry Stabilization Act can the three segments of the poultry 
producer industry have an opportunity to work out the details of a 
self-help program and then in the very democratic manner provided 
by the bill, vote on whether they wish to see it put into effect. 

Five. Many of the opponents of this lgeislation have presented it 
to poultrymen as though it was another Government price support or 
subsidy program instead of what it really is, and this accounts for 
a great part of the opposition to it. 

The poultry industry has been operating for many years without 
price support or production controls and the profits have been steadily 
declining every year until they have reached the point where many efli- 
cient operators will not be able to continue in business for long. 

The problem, gentlemen, simply stated is that we have proven our 
inability to keep production down to the level of consumption. It is 
useless to spend money on promotion of our products without provision 
for regulating production by the industry itself because of the ease 
with which the individual industry members can expand beyond the 
increased consumption arising from promotion. 

An ever-increasing number of us farmers are beginning to realize 
that there can be but one answer to farm commodity surpluses, and 
that answer must lie in industry self-imposed restrictions on actual 
production of the commodity in surplus through the mechanics of 
national marketing orders, free of subsidies, politics, and cost to the 
general taxpayers. 

We seek the remedy by controls reluctantly, and only as the obviously 
better alternative to endless surpluses. We see that we who have all 
our net worth (and then some) tied up in a business geared to produce 
but a single farm commodity in this age of specialization, cannot re- 
move ourselves from the business during a period of falling prices. 
We, as individual producers, will not voluntarily keep our production 
in line with consumption, nor can we afford to take the loss incurred 
by selling or liquidating our businesses. 

Our only answer to reduced prices for our product is to expand our 
production further which obviously brings about even greater sur- 
pluses and further price reduction. We must have the means to ad- 
Just our total production to the total consumption. 
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Some sincere people who oppose keeping production in line with 
egg consumption in order to stabilize prices, say that such production 
is un-American and would mean the end of the small rancher. Actu- 
ally, it would help him continue in business. The present long period 
of low prices makes it impossible for even the efficient rancher to 
expand because any profit he may make is all used up for his living 
expenses. The larger egg producer can continue to expand because 
he may have money left after deducting his cost of living, and he usu- 
ally has more credit available to him than the smaller rancher. 

Actually, unchecked expansion has made it quite unsound economi- 

cally for anyone to enter the ege business on a scale within the finan- 
cial reach of most people. 

Where a few years ago it required only 2,000 to 3,000 layers to earn 
a reasonable living, today it requires considerably more, and each 
year it will require more and more. With uncontrolled expansion 
who can say that it won’t eventually require 25,000 layers or more 
to eke out a living. 

Many of us would gladly keep our expansion in line with consump- 
tion as part of a national effort to avoid the profit-destroying sur- 
pluses, but for us to cut back individually or voluntarily is ridiculous. 
Nor can most of us be expected to switch to another more profitable 
crop in this age of specialization on a commercial scale. It just is not 
practical. 

Other sincere people have said that marketing orders may be all 
right for perishable crops, but not eggs (which can be stored). A 
closer look, however, should prove that it is not now profitable to 
store an egg surplus for two reasons. First, the industry no longer 
has the great seasonal fluctuation in production it — had so that 
the surplus could be consumed during a shortage period, and second, 
the industry has promoted the idea that stored eggs are inferior to 
fresh eggs and deserve a penalized price. So, who dares to store eggs 
today, and if no one wants to, are not eggs then in the same class as 
perishable crops which have had successful marketing orders? 

In view of the foregoing, I strongly recommend that the com- 
mittee take positive action toward enactment of the National Poultry 
Stabilization Act. 

If I may again digress, I can see where this subcommittee might 
be confused by the volume of conflicting testimony concerning this 
bill. What better way is there of resolving this confusion than by 
enacting the legislation and leaving it up to , the poultry producers to 
vote whether it is acceptable to them. I fail to see how even the oppo- 
nents of this bill can object to this unless they have lost faith in our 
democratic process of the ballot. 

I have a couple of letters that I would like to have inserted in 
the record. 

Senator Proxmire. From whom are these letters? 

Mr. Rortnson. From producers. They are addressed to Senator 
Humphrey. 

Senator Proxmire. All right, without objection those letters will 
be put into the record at this point. 
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(The letters dated February 23, 1960, are as follows :) 


EXIMERS AND SHINN PouttTRY RANCH, 


Anaheim, Calif., February 28, 1960. 
Senator Husert Humpurey, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Senator: In regard to the Poultry Stabilization Act, we would like to 
indicate our full support of this enabling legislation. 
Sincerely, 


Jack D. SHINN. 
TED EIMERs. 


: ANAHEIM, Ca.ir., February 23, 1960. 
Senator HUBERT HUMPHREY, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR HUMPHREY: After clarification of the meaning of the Poultry 
Stabilization Act, I want to indicate my full support of this enabling legislation 
you are presenting before the Senate agriculture hearing, February 25 and 26, 
1960. 

Respectfully, 
Wits L. HOLLOWELL, 
Orange County Egg Producer. 

Senator Proxmire. I have two questions particularly on the nature 
of the turkey industry. 

The previous group of witnesses testified that it was expanding. 
That this is an argument for not needing production control in the 
turkey industry as much as in some other parts of the poultry industry 

Mr. Ropsrnson. What is your question ! 

Senator Proxmire. Is it true that the turkey industry is expand- 
ing so rapidly that Oana are not as badly needed ? 

Mr. Ronrnson. I do not think that I am ina position to speak for 
the turkey industry. I just do not know. 

Senator Proxmire. Congressman Sisk, are you {amiliar with that 
subjec t? 

Mr. Sisk. I would disagree with that theory, because, certainly, I 
have seen over a period of the last 6 years what has happened and I 
have seen the surpluses develop. The thing that we have done, of 
course, in California through promotion is that we have vastly in- 

‘eased our consumption of turkeys, but we still have without some 
measure of national control a complete glut at times. I simply do not 
agree that the normal increase in consumption will take care of it. 
I think it just leads to a continuous state of confusion in the turkey 
industry. 

Senator Proxmire. How much of an overseas market do we have? 

Mr. Sisk. There has been a great deal of effort within very re- 
cent years—I know about some of this hs aving been done by the turkey 
people in California—to increase the overseas consumption. There 
has been some work done in Germany. 

We are confronted with a situation where the people in the Euro- 
pean countries, and in other areas of the world are not turkey con- 
sumers as we are. The fact of the business is that they have to be 
educated about turkey meat, you might say. We have made some 
rather substantial tries in this direction. 

I did have some figures on what Germany consumed within very 
recent years. 

I think that this is a new approach. 
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Senator Proxmire. If we adopted a policy which stabilized our 
prices which would give the farmer adequate income, the problem is 
always raised, what happens to our market overseas, as to whether 
we might price ourselves out of the market. 

Mr. Sisk. We have had no market overseas until recently. Mr. 
Paul here is the turkey producer, almost exclusively, has been in 
the business for a great many years and certainly is much better 
qualified as a turkey producer than I would be to answer these 
questions. 

Senator Proxmire. Before we go to Mr. Paul, Mr. Robinson, you 
are in the broiler and egg industry ? 

Mr. Rosryson. All of our producers are just in eggs. 

Senator Proxmime. How much of an overseas market do you have? 

Mr. Rozrnson. Iam not at all familiar with that. 

Senator Proxmire. You spoke about the very convincing argument 
that if the producers did not want it, they did not have to have it. 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes. 

Senator Proxmrre. I am a little concerned about the fact that Mr. 
Sisk indicated his concern, too, about what happens to the consumer 
in this picture. The producers may want it to increase their income. 
How is the consumer protected 

Mr. Rostnson. He is protected by the provisions of the bill which 
gives the Secretary of Agriculture the veto power as to anything that 
is out of reason. 

Senator Proxmire. Of course, there is a complication. If you 
have a militant fighting Secretary of Agriculture, the kind that 
some of us would like to see, a man who would place farm income 
above consumer interest. You, perhaps, have a situation in which the 
consumer might be at a disadvantage ? 

Mr. Rozrnson. This Advisory Council, certainly, I think would be 
composed of intelligent enough men to realize that they could not 
afford to price themselves out of the market. 

Senator Proxmrre. Is there any consumer representation on these 
advisory councils? 

Mr. Rosrnson. No. Approximately 65 percent is composed of pro- 
ducers, if I remember correctly, and the balance would be feed com- 
pany people, and processors, and handlers. 

I might add that we know that it does take but a very small increase 
in egg prices to greatly affect the profit of the poultryman, because of 
the high cost of doing business. It is very misleading to feel that you 
have to increase the ] price very greatly to increase the profit. 

Senator Proxmire. What proportion of the consumer's dollar does 
the farmer get in producing eggs? 

Mr. Rostnson. He gets a ‘higher proportion than on almost any 
commodity because of the fact that there is not much processing that 
has to be done in the case of eggs, like in the case of other farm 
products. 

Senator Proxmire. If the farmer gets a higher price, and gets more 
of the consumer’s dollar, and egg prices to the consumer go up, the 
consumer will have to pay more. 

Mr. Rostnson. That is right. 
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Senator Proxmirg. I can see a good argument for him to pay more. 

Mr. Rosgrnson. If I could say this, the poultry people are sub- 
sidizing the consumer now. 

Senator Proxmire. Exactly. Most consumers if they knew the facts 
would be perfectly willing to pay what it takes to give the farmer 
a fair income. 

Mr. Roznrnson. We have gotten so much unfavorable publicity as 
farmers, where the egg producers have not had any support, that they 
are thought of as waxing fat at the public’s expense. However, when- 
ever we produce a product below cost we are actually subsidizing the 
consumer. 

Senator Proxmire. We will now hear from Mr. Paul. Mr. Paul 


has already been introduced by Congressman Sisk as being from 
Fresno. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES PAUL, CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD 
OF AGRICULTURE, CLOVIS, CALIF. 


Mr. Pavuu. Mr. Chairman, I have to contradict one of Congress- 
man Sisk’s remarks. I live in Clovis, and Fresno happens to be a 
suburb of Clovis. 

First, I would like to put into the record, if I may, a statement 
prepared by Mr. Robert McPherrin, chairman of the California 
Turkey Promotion Advisory Board, and, also to enter a resolution 
adopted by the California State Board of Agriculture. The presi- 
dent of the California Turkey Promotion Advisory Board was 
scheduled to be here with me, but, unfortunately, a few days before 
leaving, he contracted the flu bug and was taken to the hospital and, 
as a result, I am submitting his statement, if that is all right. 

Senator Proxmire. Without objection, the statement and the resolu- 
tion will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement and resolution follow :) 


STATEMENT FILED BY RoBERT MCPHERRIN, CHAIRMAN, CALIFORNIA TURKEY 
PROMOTION ADVISORY BOARD, RIVERSIDE, CALIF. 


Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee on Agriculture, and friends, it is 
a distinct pleasure to be able to testify in regard to Senate bill 2516. 

My name is: Robert McPherrin, of Riverside, Calif., a turkey breeder, hatchery- 
man, and turkey meat producer. The subject before you is of utmost importance 
to me for I am chairman of the California Turkey Promotion Advisory Board. 
This board operates by authority of California enabling legislation—very similar 
to the legislation you are considering at this hearing. Our board, in its op- 
erations, is substantially the same as any board that may be formulated under 
this legislation, if passed. I feel, therefor, especially qualified to give you 
some indication of what you, as legislators, the poultry producers, and the citi- 
zens of our great Nation can expect of the application of the fundamental prin- 
ciples set forth in this bill. 

All here present, and anyone interested in this legislation should be fully 
aware of the fact that this bill will not impose any actions or alterations of op- 
erating procedure upon any poultry producer. The bill is purely permissive 
legislation, giving any segment of the poultry industry the right to formulate 
a marketing order, but only upon approval of a majority of the producers of 
that segment of the poultry industry. For example, the enabling legislation in 
California was passed in 1937. Fifteen years later, in 1952, the turkey industry, 
by assent of more than 70 percent of the producers, effectuated a marketing 
order and then only accepted one provision of the many contained in the law. 
While turkey producers could be, under the terms of the law, controlling the 
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grades of turkeys shipped, or controlling the surpluses as they appear, and/or 
other factors, they concluded that promotion and advertising would stabilize 
their market. 

In 1952 we were producing approximately 12 million turkeys, of which 60 per- 
cent was shipped to eastern metropolitan markets at a cost of 3% cents to 4 
cents per pound to our producers. Our California market was based on the 
New York market less freight. This past season, we produced more than 12 
million birds and have become a balanced State. Producer prices were equal 
to or higher than prices paid in the Midwest and eastern markets. Promotion, 
advertising, and consumer education has caused the per capita consumption of 
turkey to jump from 6 pounds in 1952 to 12 pounds in 1959. Increased consump- 
tion, the initial objective of the board, is being realized at an accelerated rate 
annually. 

Although consumption is at an all time high, we nevertheless have efficient 
producers being forced out of business. California has adjusted the demand 
to supply, however our markets are still based on the eastern market supply 
with product flowing in when it is advantageous to Central States suppliers. 

Our marketing orders in California are financed by producers at no expense to 
taxpayers. As a matter of fact, the 32 marketing orders, in California, are 
paying more than one-half of the costs of the State department of agriculture. 
Imagine what this would mean at the national level to taxpayers. More than 
this, these programs are definitely benefiting the State by educating the con- 
sumer to the nutritional values of the various commodities concerned, thereby 
causing better balanced diets in the home. The welfare of the State is en- 
hanced through employment of additional labor in processing, transportation, 
and sales of increased use of the various products. (The theory of inelasticity 
of the human stomach is false, as we know that the American diet is ever 
changing for better nutrition and that carbohydrates must be changed to high 
protein foods to fulfill this demand.) And, that while the farmer’s return for 
the product is inadequate, it is nevertheless, in the case of turkeys, better than 
could have been expected if the program had not been formulated. 

Much will be said about the freedom of enterprise and many objections will be 
voiced about government interference. We know, from experience, that pro- 
grams formulated under this type enabling legislation are far superior to any 
other new concept being advanced for agriculture today, including the worn out 
theory of the supply and demand environment which tends to increase integration, 
and force the large to get larger and the independent out of business. Producers 
given a full range of authority for formulating their programs, will accept the 
provisions of the act which will serve the industry to the best advantage. They 
will then administer their order in a businesslike manner for the protection of 
the producer as well as the consumer. The police powers of the Department of 
Agriculture, plus the huge storage of knowledge in personnel, statistics, and the 
like will be necessary and welcomed by the industry. 

The true American way will once again prevail as agricultural products will 
sell on the nutritional and acceptable value of the product—not on price alone. 
Finally, the farmer can quit subsidizing the consumer thereby being forced to 
request relief by Government subsidies for self-preservation in our overall 
economy. 





CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF AGRICULTURE RESOLUTION RE INTEGRATION IN 
AGRICULTURE 


Whereas the State board of agriculture, at meetings held on September 14 
and October 19, 1959. received considerable information on the subject of integ- 
ration in agriculture from agricultural economists and marketing specialists in 
the University of California and in the California Department of Agriculture ; and 

Whereas such information discloses that, while integration generally has the 
potential of reducing production and marketing costs, it may tend to bring about 
overproduction and unstable market conditions ; and 

Whereas the information received also discloses that certain forms of integra- 
tion, such as that entered into by producers cooperative marketing associations 
in acquiring processing facilities or such as that voluntarily entered into by indi- 
vidual independent producers in becoming a part of an integrated organization, 
are available to producers in this State without losing their status as independent 
producers, whereas other individual producers, by reason of indebtedness to feed 
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companies and other such firms, have found it necessary to accept and enter into 
so-called top-down integration programs under which the producer loses control 
as an independent operator and takes the status of a hired man; and 

Whereas the board is informed that the so-called top-down form of integration 


now includes many of our fryer, turkey, and egg producers in this State, as well 
as in the Nation; and 

Whereas the board is convinced that, if the fryer, turkey, and egg industries of 
this State and the Nation had available to them on a national scale enabling 
legislation to effect such self-help marketing programs as are in effect in Cali- 
fornia under our California Marketing Act, they would be able to control sur- 
pluses, stabilize prices for their products, and generally improve their marketing 
situation ; and 


Whereas the board is further convinced that producers not now part of an 
integrated organization should consider the formation of handling cooperatives 
through which they might integrate their own production and marketing and 
receive a part of the benefit from reduced cost or, where producers have already 
been brought under the top-down form of integration, they should consider that 
formation of marketing cooperatives in order to obtain for themselves bargaining 
power equal to that of the integrator in bargaining for the distribution of re- 
turns within the system : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the California State Board of Agriculture, meeting in Sac- 
ramento, Calif., on November 16, 1959, does reaffirm our convictions and faith in 
the principles and the effectiveness of our cooperative marketing associations 
and our self-help marketing programs as provided in our California Marketing 
Act, and does again urge the Congress to enact enabling legislation for all of 
agriculture, and especially for the fryer, turkey, and egg producers of the Na- 
tion, which embodies the self-help principles proven successful in California, so 
that these agricultural producers may control their overproduction, stabilize 
their prices and returns for their products, and thereby avoid further financial 
insecurity and the necessity of accepting the top-down form of integration which 
is undermining the independent status of so many of our producers. 

Mr. Paut. My name is Charles Paul. I live in Clovis, Calif., lo- 
eated in the heart of Fresno C ounty which has the largest agricultural 
income in the United States. I have been producing turkey s, every 
year, for the past 18 years. I am also a member of the California 
State Board of Agriculture. It gives me great pleasure to be here 
and to testify in support of Senate bill 2516. 

You gentlemen know, but for the record I would like to say, that 
unless favorable economic changes are made, not only for ‘poultry 
but for all of agriculture, we are well on our way to destroying an 
American way of life that has tradition: ally been a major strength i in 
our country. We are in trouble because of the “cost price squeeze.” 
For example, fryer pieces are 40 percent below 1952; egg prices aver- 
age nearly 50 percent below the record high of 1951; light type, prime- 
cull hens are selling in parts of California for 6 cents per pound 
and as low as 3 cents per pound for others. Turkey meat producers 
in our State have been selling turkeys below cost of production for 
the past 5 years. Only 25 percent of the turkey producers, of record 
in 1952, are still independently engaged in this business. The increase 
in operating costs are up approximately 30 percent since 1950, which 
in effect means; that in some instances the gross income to farmers, 
maintaining static production, is down as muc ch as 80 percent. Among 
those forced out are such examples as: An individual who at 70 had 
spent 26 years in the og business and was, by every yardstick, 
an efficient producer. finally became so indebted he had to re- 
linquish part of his property, accumulated over a lifetime, to sat- 
isfy his creditors—for the privilege of “getting out of the turkey 
business.” Another example was a producer who sacrificed all of his 
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farming land for the same privilege. Another grower walked off and 
left his turkeys, equipment, and 15 years of “sweat and tears ” plus an 
indebtedness of $90,000. Economic facts reveal financial recovery, of 
the examples given, an impossibility under the conditions now exist- 
ing in the poultry business. 

Senate bill 2516, sponsored by Senators Hubert Humphrey and 
Eugene McCarthy, of Minnesota; Harrison Williams, Jr., of New 
Jersey; and Clair Engle, of California, reveals an awareness of the 
plight of the Nation’s poultry producers and offers a completely self- 
help program that can rectify this situation. 

With your kind permission, I would like to explain some of the 
benefits to be derived from marketing programs. You will note that 
these are not restricted to benefits for poultry producers, but undoubt- 
edly will accrue greater returns for consumers of our Nation in 
general. 

As producer markets are stabilized and efficient family units are 
encouraged to return to independent production, they will assume 
their responsibilities and obligations as first-class citizens. Rather 
than depending upon Government for support they can support the 
Government and discontinue subsidizing the consumer. Congress will 
be relieved of the mounting pressure of commodity groups and then 
your valuable talents can be expended to insure world peace. Com- 
modities can plan production in excess of domestic needs to feed some 
of the starving peoples of other nations, as well as our own, to assist 
you in staving off the threat of communism and a world conflagration. 
This increased production would be handled through the commodity 
program, without cost to, but by direction of, the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture. Tax moneys now being expended for and on behalf 
of commodities could, for example, be diverted to construction of 
better educational facilities, the missile program, or anything of bene- 
fit to our country and, I am sure you gentlemen have a much better 
knowledge of this than I. 

Consumers will realize better quality at cost equal to or less than 
they are now paying. The reason for this is that independent pro- 
ducers operating at a profit will be able to purchase machinery and 
make use of advanced technology, lowering production costs. 
Through programs, an even flow of commodities will reduce distri- 
bution and marketing costs, resulting in stabilized consumer prices— 
averaging less on a daily basis than now encountered in the markets. 

Senator Proxmire. This is a very interesting point. If this can be 
put into effect, even if the farmers get no more than they are getting 
now, they can take advantage of their productivity to reduce their 
unit costs, then if the farmer can maintain present prices, he will be 
able to make a decent living. The important thing is to have some 
kind of legislation that will enable him to secure stable prices: is that 
not right? The productivity on the farm is a tremendous develop- 
ment, because the whole technology is proceeding very fast. We know 
it will continue that way. 

Mr. Pau. We have quite a problem with turkeys, particularly, and 
broilers, as to the pricing. For example, in our area, we have turkeys 
being retailed at 33 and 34 cents a pound, which is below the cost to 
the retailer. That is what we call traffic builders in order to get the 
people into the store, in order that they may sell some other profitable 
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items. That would be over a week end or a holiday period. Then we 
assume that the 34-cent price, if it is correct the following Monday, 
that. price will immediately jump 20 cents. The consumer will then 
pay 54 cents a pound. 

We have done a terrific job in the State of California through our 
promotion activities in training the consumers to pick the time when 
he buys turkeys—do not wait for the special traffic builders—I mean, 
that he should wait for the special traflic builders in order to get the 
most for his money. We do not believe that it is healthy for the 
consumer otherwise. We believe it would be healthier if he would be 
able to purchase it for 40 cents a pound the year around, than to buy 
it at a low price today and 20 cents more tomorrow. We have been 
successful through advertising to the consumer to let him know that 
if he will watch for the specials that he can get it that way. We think 
that we can educate the people, that we can bring about a more even 
price and to allow them to be able to buy it cheaper than by having 
the traffic-builder item fall through the chainstores. 

Research will assist in every phase—further reducing costs and 
expanding markets. The consumer will be able to plan meals for 
better nutrition of the family through knowledge obtained by the 
educational programs, which will undoubtedly be instituted by the 
boards. And finally, the return to family farming will reduce, in 
direct ratio, juvenile delinquency and at the same time provide for 
retirement of our elderly farmers without their becoming an addi- 
tional problem and tax burden. 

We urge the members of this committee to use every effort to seek 
the enactment of this law while there are still enough independent 
farmers left in business to vote marketing orders into operation, The 
only reason we have as many independent. farmers remaining in busi- 
ness today is due to increased land valuation from inflation and sub- 
division encroachment, which has provided additional borrowing 
power from finance agencies, Our numbers are diminishing rapidly 
and tomorrow may be too late. 

I thank you for your kind consideration. 

I would like to add just a little bit to that last statement. 

Most of California and, I understand, most of America has been 
enjoying a terrific urban expansion, And a good percentage of the 
agricultural properties are at the edge of the development programs, 
which has increased the evaluation of the farm land. I believe 
firmly that we would have had many more bankrupt farmers today 
were this not a fact, because it has increased the value of my property, 
so that I ean, as I go in the red, buy more next year, and I keep buy- 
ing, until finally I reach the saturation point. 

In addition ‘to this terrific problem in California, it has been a 
means of keeping a lot of farmers in business who are not making 
a living. They just borrow money to increase their properties. 

We feel very strongly over the regulating of production features 
in this bill. We onthe State board have been studying farm progr ams 
for some 6 months. We have brought in practic ally all of the major 
economists in the State to talk with us about it as economists, and 
not as policymakers—strictly on the economy of the subject. Prac- 
tically every one of them has made statements to the effect that they 
are amazed that. the farmer depends on every law of economics ex- 
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cept one—they exclude completely the major law which is the regulat- 
ing of production. 

Every other industry in the world utilizes that law of economics, 
except the farmer. 

Senator Proxmire. I could not agree with you more. 

Mr. Paut. And then the next point I would lke to make con- 
cerning this legislation is we think it is most important that the 
producers control. We have quite a bit of allied industries. We love 
them all. We need them. The laws of economics that govern them 
are those that govern us. We think any piece of legislation that is 
utilized through a marketing act would have to produce controls in 
order to be economically sound for the producers. 

We have another piece of legislation concerning turkeys that has 
been introduced. We think it is an excellent piece of legislation. 
We think that the monetary return that would come from that would 
come to the breeder people, not to the producers. We think that is a 
good piece of legislation for the breeder people. 

We still think that S. 2516 is a better bill for the producers. 

I, personally, know the people in California do not want to be selling 
for 25 and 26 cents. 

That is all I have, thank you. 

Senator Proxmire. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. 
Robinson, and Mr. Sisk. 

Our next witness is Mr. A. C. Smith, Jr., president of the Georgia 
Poultry Federation of Gainesville, Ga., who is accompanied by these 
gentlemen. Mr. Otwell, do you want to introduce these gentlemen ? 

Mr. Witi1aAm E. Soret (legislative assistant to Senator Tal- 
madge). Mr. Chairman, I am William E. Otwell. I am the legis- 
lative assistant to aaa Talmadge, and he wishes me to express to 
the subcommittee his regrets that he is unable to be here personally 
before the subcommittee and to introduce the next witness. 

We in Georgia, one of the largest poultry producing states in the 
Nation, are keenly aware of the industry’s problems and interested 
in its welfare. 

We have here Mr. A. C. Smith, who is the president of the Georgia 
Poultry Federation and with him is Mr. William Norton, Jr., who is 
its attorney, and Mr. Smith L. Johnston. The Senator is personally 
acquainted with these gentlemen. They are very prominent in this 
industry. 

Senator Proxmire. We are very glad to have you here, gentlemen. 
Will you proceed, Mr. Smith ? 


STATEMENT OF A. C. SMITH, JR., PRESIDENT, AND WILLIAM L. 


NORTON, JR., ATTORNEY, GEORGIA POULTRY FEDERATION, 
GAINESVILLE, GA.; AND SMITH L. JOHNSTON, WOODSTOCK, GA. 


Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, my name is A. C. Smith, Jr. I am here 
in my Official capacity as president of the Georgia Poultry Federation 
at the invitation of the Senate Agriculture Committee. 

The Georgia Poultry Federation is a nonprofit trade organization 
representing all the organized poultry industry of Georgia including 
the Georgia Processors Association, Georgia Feed Manufacturers As- 
sociation, Georgia Feed Dealers Association, Georgia Hatchery As- 
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sociation, Georgia Egg Association, Georgia Turkey Association, 
C herokee C ounty Feed Dealers Association, and Cutan Poultry Im- 
provement Association. We represent approximately 1, 250 individuals 
and firms throughout the State of Georgia. The Georgia Poultry 
Federation was organized in 1951 and has had a growing member- 
ship each year. 

I am personally a feed dealer and grower in Cumming, Ga., hav- 
ing started with my father in 1937, [ began operating my own firm 
15 years ago, and last year produced approximately 1,250,000 broil- 
ers. These broilers were produced on my own farms and on the 
farms of approximately 25 contract growers. 

You are thoroughly familiar with the tremendous growth of the 
poultry industry in the past 15 years. Eggs, broilers, and turkeys 
shared in the growth. As is often the case in an industry that is 
rapidly improving its technology, thereby lowering costs and increas- 
ing sales, the poultry industry in 1959 reached that state whereby costs 
were not lowered as rapidly as output increased. As a consequence, 
there were long periods when broilers and eggs sold at below cost of 
production. Since the impact of losses fell directly upon those re- 
sponsible for producing broilers and eggs, the industry began an ad- 
justment to reduce output. By the end of 1959, the output of broil- 
ers had reduced below the level of the prior year, with the result that 
prices improved substantially. The broiler industry appears to have 
made the nec essary adjustment to prevent a continuance of the dis- 
astrously low prices of 1959. 

The egg industry, caught between the forces of expanding output 
and declining demand, suffered heavily during 1959. However, an 
adjustment in output is underway and egg producers should avoid 
disaster in 1960. 

In 1958 there was a strong clamor for some type of production con- 
trols on turkey production, yet in 1959 the turkey industry produced 
a record output of turkeys at satisfactory price levels. 

In August of 1959, due to the request of several members of the 
Georgia Poultry Federation, the board of directors directed the edu- 
cation and research commiitee to make a study of the effect of Gov- 
ernment controls on the poultry industry and report back to the 
federation. 

The education and research committee solicited statements from 
poultrymen within the State of Georgia who had feelings on the 
matter. This solicitation was made through the members of the board 
of directors of the federation and through letters sent to the mem- 
bership of the Georgia Poultry Federation asking for membership 
opinions and the Georgia Poultry Times, the official newspaper of the 
Georgia Poultry Federation, which has a circulation of over 7,900, 
and we also requested statements from interested persons who have 
made a study of controls. 

We used the following procedures in approaching the problem : 

(a) A number of prominent educators and farm leaders were con- 
tac ei and asked to give us the benefit of their experience with Gov- 
ernment controls. An attempt was made to get statements for both 
sides of the issue. 
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(6) A study was made of the hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Dairy and Poultry of the Committee of Agriculture, U.S. House of 
Representatives. 

Only two written letters from Georgia poultrymen were received 
favoring controls. The education and research committee knew of 
two others who were in favor, but who declined to make a written 
statement. 

Based upon the report of the education and research committee, the 
directors of the Georgia Poultry Federation at its regular meeting in 
December 1959, went on record, without a dissenting vote, as oppos- 
ing any form of Government control of the poultry industry. 

Some of the facts considered by the board of directors in making 
its decision were: 

1. Controls have been placed on many agricultural commodities 
without solving the basic problems of the particular commodity in- 
volved. In fact, there is considerable evidence to the effect that Gov- 
ernment controls have had very detrimental eifects, especially on the 
small producer. Unit prices in some controlled commodities have 
been maintained, but gross income of the farmer has declined. The 
‘erm “rationed poverty” is not without meaning, 

2. Government controls are seldom temporary. One only has to 
look around to see “temporary” programs that have been in effect more 
_— 30 years. 

The administrative cost of such a program could be staggering. 
If shite a control can in fact be enforced, the number of employees, 
inspectors and supervisors which the Secretary of Agriculture will 
require will be tremendous. In an era of spiraling Government costs, 
and more taxes, it behooves all of us to work toward reduci ing Govern- 
ment programs and resultant expenses. 

4. Under the present free enterprise system, the consumer is getting 
a very high quality product at reasonable prices. Experience and 
research have continued to reduce costs of production and resultant 
costs to the consumer. However, if production controls are instituted 
under S. 2516 and resultant costs thereof, it is inevitable that con- 
sumers will have to pay substantially more for poultry products than 
— now have to pay under a free enterprise system. 

We must recognize that poultry products are substitutable in 
th: at if the prices of poultry products are raised to an artificial level, 
consumers will restrict purchases of poultry products or switch to com- 
peting products such as pork and beef, resulting in either case in an 
oversupply of the product, which means that to solve the poultry pro- 
duction problem, these competing commodities likewise would have 
to be placed under a control program. Under such restricted pur- 
chases of poultry, and resultant oversupply of poultry, the Govern- 
ment would of necessity have to cut all allotments of poultry, thereby 

reducing the ability of small producers to make a living. We have 
seen how this operates in the case of wheat, cotton, tobacco, peanuts, 
— products. 

Also, the poultry industry is one of the largest users of grain 
yoibaies If production controls are instituted, the already alarming 
grain surplus would climb to even higher levels and the American 
taxpayers will again be the losers. 
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We appreciate this opportunity to be heard on S. 2516 which we 
feel would have such a detrimental effect on the poultry industry and 
its ultimate growth and such a burden on the consumer and taxpayer. 

Senator Proxmire. I have been informed that I have to go to the 
floor for a quorum call. I would like to ask two questions before I go. 

This is a statement for the Georgia Poultry Federation or is it for 
you as an individual ? 

Mr. Smirn. For the Georgia Poultry Association. 

Senator Proxmire. How was the statement arrived at—was it passed 
on by the board of directors ? 

Mr. Smiru. We have a research and educational committee that 
made this report. 

Senator Proxmire. Has there been any opportunity for the mem- 
bership to express their position ? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, sir, they have had an opportunity. Each member 
in the Federation received a letter asking for their views on controls. 

Senator Proxmire. How many replies did you get ? 

Mr. Sairu. Thirty-seven altogether. 

Senator Proxmire. How many members / 


Mr. Smrrn. The membership, in all, is 1.250. Through the Georgia 
Poultry Times which is the official newspaper of the Georgia Poultry 
Federation we have a circulation of 7,900. We asked through that 
newspaper all about this. a 

Senator Proxmire. Thirty-seven favored your position and two 
said that they opposed it. 

Mr, Smiru. We received only 37 letters; 35 wanted no controls at 
all; 2 were in favor of controls. 

Senator Proxmire. On page 3 you mention a number of prominent 
educators and farm leaders were contacted. Do you have a list of 
those ? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, sir; we do. 

Senator Proxmire. Will you put those in the record ? 

Mr. Smiru. I will be glad to. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

Letters sent to: 

1. Charles B. Shuman, president, American Farm Bureau Federation. 

2. Dr. Calvin B. Hoover, professor of economics, Duke University. 

3. Dr. H. B. James, director of instruction, North Carolina State College. 

4. Dr. Harry M. Love, chairman, department of agricultural economics, Vir- 
ginia Polytechnic Institute. 

5. Dr. G. E. Brandow, professor of agricultural economics, Pennsylvania State 
University. 

6. Dr. Harl L. Butz, dean, College of Agriculture, Purdue University. 

7. Dr. Willard W. Cochrane, professor of agricultural economics, University 
of Minnesota. 

Hearings reviewed : 

1. Select Committee on Small Business, House of Representatives, May 9, 10, 
18, 14, 15, and 16, 1957. 

2. Subcommittee on Dairy and Poultry, House of Representatives, April 30, 
May 1, and June 17, 18, and 19, 1959. 


Senator Proxmtire. Could we get a copy of the reports ? 

Mr. Smiru. A copy of the letter? 

Mr. Norton. We have them in the files. 

Senator Proxmire. Maybe you cannot release them, but they would 
be much more useful in the record. 
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Mr. Norron. They were to the chairman of the Education and 
Research Committee. This committee operated from August of last 
year until the middle of December and compiled all of this informa- 
tion and made the report to the board of directors of the Georgia 
Poultry Federation in December of 1959. 

Senator Proxmire. At the bottom of page 3 you state: 

Based upon the report of the Education and Research Committee, the direc- 
tors of the Georgia Poultry Federation at its regular meeting in December, 
1959, went on record, without a dissenting vote, as opposing any form of 
Government control of the poultry industry. 

Mr. Sairn. That is right. 

Senator Proxmire. Does that contradict your statement that it 
Was a 37 to 2 vote, or is it something else ? 

Mr. Smrru. The two members that were in favor of controls are 
not members of the board of directors. This was a vote of the 
members. 

Senator Proxmire. Of the directors of the Georgia Poultry 
Federation / 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

Senator Proxmire. It was unanimous? 

Mr. Smiru. We had one member there who did not vote. 

Senator Proxmire. He was absent ? 

Mr. Smiru. He was present, but he did not vote. 

Senator Proxmire. He voted “present” ¢ 

Mr. Smiru. That is right. 

Senator Proxmie. He did not vote for or against it ? 

Mr. Smirn. No. 

Senator Proxmire. He did not indicate his position ? 

Mr. Smiru. He is one that we know is for controls, but did not 
vote. 

Senator Proxmire. How many members of the board are there? 

Mr. Smiru. Twenty-four. 

Mr. Norron. We might give you this information. We have two 
from the processors, two from the feed dealers, two from the feed 
manufacturers, two from the egg association, and so forth, the turkey 
association, all of the segments of the industry are there. 

Senator Proxmire. Mr. Smith, you deserve credit, of course, as 
a successful farmer; obviously, a very effective operator. At least, it 
seems to me that 1,250,000 broilers would be an awful lot. In Wiscon- 
sin that would be a big outfit. 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

Senator Proxmire. How big are your big operators ? 

Mr. Smiru. I would say that they produce from 4 to 5 million a 
year. 

Senator Proxmire. How about the little fellows, or do you not have 
any little fellows? 

Mr. Surri. Well, I would consider myself one of the enatiest. 

Senator Proxmire. Very few have less than 1 million broilers? 

Mr. Suiru. That is right. 

Mr. Norton. Let me amplify and explain that. 

Mr. Smirn. Asa producer and dealer 
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Mr. Norton. We are talking about feed dealers here. He is really 
a feed dealer and grower, and has 25 or 30 contract growers who 
might have 4,000 to 5,000 or 10,000 chickens in a house. 

Senator Proxmire. Now it is clearing up in my mind. I was just 
talking about growers. 

Mr. Smirn. The average grower produces in Georgia maybe 46,000. 

Mr. Norron. A year. 

Senator Proxmire. How much actual opportunity has there been 
for the growers to express their position here, or is this position pri- 
marily that of the dealers? 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Smith Johnston, who is a dealer and producer from 
Cherokee County, was present when the vote was taken among the pro- 
ducers. That was the Farm Bureau meeting in Cherokee County. 
Ie is going to make a statement. I believe 89 voted ; 9 voted to support 
this bill S. 2516. 

Senator Proxmire. Eighty-nine growers ? 

Mr. Jounsron. Eighty-nine. Nine voted in favor of it, 50 of those 
that did not vote in favor of the bill indicated that they would favor 
some type of Government control; 28 indicated that they were not in 
favor of any controls. 

Senator Proxmire. So that it was a majority of about 2 to 1 who 
favored some kind of Government control; 9 favored the bill: 28 
wanted no controls at all. These men were mixed processors ? 

Mr. Norton. No. 

Senator Proxmine. I mean the industry and the growers. 

Mr. Jounston. Yes. 

Senator Proxmire. Is that described in your statement ? 

Mr. Jounstron. Not in detail. 

Senator Proxmtre. Do you have anything else that you would like 
toemphasize, if so, please feel free to do so. 

Mr. Smrru. I do not have anything. 

Mr. Norton. We will say that in anything of this sort you do not 
have complete unanimity, of course. 

Senator Proxmire. If you have, it is something rare and precious. 

Mr. Norton. A former member of the federation has indicated that 
he is here. He has personally taken the opposite position. He is « 
good friend. I hope that you have time to hear him. Of course, he 
is one of the two that did write in and tell us his views. 

Senator Proxmire. First, we will include Mr. Smith L. Johnston’s 
statement into the record at this point. 

(The statement of Smith L. Johnston, Woodstock, Ga., follows :) 

My name is Smith L. Johnston of Woodstock, Cherokee County, Ga. Iam a 
past president of the Georgia Poultry Federation and am at present a mem- 
ber of the board of directors of the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association. 
My business is feed dealer engaged in the production of approximately 2% 
million broiler chickens per year through 67 contract growers and several farms 
we own or rent. My firm has been in this business almost 20 years. 

I was present on February 23, 1960, at the meeting in Canton, Cherokee 
County, Ga., which was attended by approximately 114 people. Senate bill 
2516 was explained to the group and a ballot taken. Of 89 voting, 9 persons 
voted in favor of this bill; of the 80 persons not voting for this bill 50 indicated 
that they favored some sort of control program ; 28 indicated they were against 
any Government controls. I feel that if any particular bill were explained to 
them they would have voted overwhelmingly against it as they did S. 2516. 

My brother and I personally polled our contract growers this week and of 
57 whom we were able to contact during that short time 46 indicated their op- 
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position to Government controls in the poultry industry, 4 were in favor of 
some sort of Government control and 7 said they had no opinion on this sub- 
ject. Some of these growers have been customers of our firm over 15 years. 

The president of the Cherokee County Feed Dealers Association personally 
on February 22 polled 26 of the 32 members of that organization. Twenty indi- 
cated that they were opposed to Government controls; four were for controls, 
and two had no opinion. 

Thank you. 


Senator Proxmire. Who is this gentleman? 

Mr. Norron. It is Mr. J. A. Garrison of Canton, Ga. 

Senator Proxmire. Without objection, your statement will be put 
into the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement of J. A. Garrison is as follows :) 


Iam J. A. Garrison, Canton, Ga., operating Cherokee Feed & Supply Co. 

We are engaged in the feed and poultry business. We have been in the feed 
business since 1945. At that time we started in a very small way furnishing 
feed and chicks to growers who produced some 300,000 to 500,000 birds annually. 
Since that time more and more farmers continued to build houses and wanted 
to grow broilers and hens. Last year we furnished feed to approximately 3 
million broilers and 80,000 hens. 

Due to the short time that it takes to grow a broiler we feel that if the in- 
dustry is to survive there must be some kind of controls at the farm level. I 
feel that the Department of Agriculture is the only agency that can do this on 
a fair and equal basis. 

The average farm price for broilers last year was 15.8 cents per pound. At 
this price it is impossible for a farmer to continue to stay in business; he can- 
not maintain his houses and equipment to properly grow broilers at this price. 

At a meeting on February 23, called in Cherokee County to see how farmers 
and feed dealers stood on control of some kind, there were 114 people at this 
meeting, 89 voting, the vote was 59 in favor of some kind of controls and 28 
were not in favor of any kind of controls. 

I think the method of pricing broilers or fryers at the farm level or plant 
methods of pricing broilers at the terminal markets is detrimental to securing 
maximum prices for our products. 


Senator Proxmire. Did you want to amplify any particular point? 


STATEMENT OF J. A. GARRISON, CHEROKEE FEED & SUPPLY CO., 
CANTON, GA. 


Mr. Garrison. I think that we are in a bad position, so far as our 
pricing of poultry is concerned, because we have no control over the 
pricing. We cannot get more than the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture quotes. In other words, if the quotation is 17 cents at the 
farm, every buyer immediately knows that, and they add 5 percent, 
and that is the price. And there is no way for him to get more for 
his poultry. 

Senator Proxmire. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Norton. Of course, we appreciate your problem with time here. 
There are many things that we would like to have answered and gone 
into. 

Senator Proxmire. The record will be open until next Wednesday. 
If you gentlemen w ould like to provide anything additional on the 
basis of the testimony heard this morning, that oceurs to you in the 
next day or two, the ‘record will be kept open until next Wednesday. 

Mr. Norton. We recognize that the poultry and broiler industry is 
in bad straits. We hope that it is temporary but we think that the 
problem can be cured with other measures than controls. We think 
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thet the marketing situation as Mr. Garrison pointed out, is a real 
problem, that the tremendous buying power of some is almost absolute, 
that is, the controls that the big chains and the big buyers have over 
the processors in the purchase of poultry, and that is passed on down 
to the ultimate grower, of course. I think that that is one of our 
greater problems. We wish that the Congress would look into that, 
too. 

Senator Proxmire. The farmer and the grower have very little bar- 
gaining power, almost none. And the people who deal with him at 
the very top, or who deal with you men, have a very good bargaining 
position. 

Mr. Norton. The producer, the grower, as you state it, his position, 
and these feed dealers is actually the same. If the feed dealer does 
not make money—actually, the grower is guaranteed a return—the 
farmer is guaranteed some sort of price, a profit for his product—it 
is a contract proposition—but the feed dealer stands the loss but be- 
vond the feed dealer, he must absorb the decreases, beyond him the 
bargaining situation is not very good with the ultimate buyer. 

Senator Proxmire. The bargaining power is nil. 

Mr. Suirnu. That is right, but the producer is guaranteed a profit 
based on the efficiency of his operation. 

Senator Proxmire. Do you want to emphasize something more be- 
fore you leave, Mr. Johnston ? 

Mr. Jounsron. I wish to emphasize one thing. As to the proposi- 
tion of Government controls of the poultry industry, 46 said that they 
were opposed to Government controls, 4 were in favor of some Govern- 
ment controls, and 7 said that they had no opinion. I thought that 
was significant. 

Senator Proxmire. You contacted how many ? 

Mr. Jounston. We contacted 67 contract growers. 

Senator Proxmire. Did you have a written ballot ? 

Mr. Jonnstron. No, sir; I did not. 

Senator Proxmire. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Sire. Thank you, Mr. Chi airman. 

Senator Proxmire. Without objection, the statement by Mr. Marvin 
Johnson of Rose Hill, N.C., will be placed in the record at this point. 


STATEMENT FILED BY MARVIN JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, NORTH CAROLINA TURKEY 
FEDERATION, ROSE HILL, N.C. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Marvin Johnson. 
I am a producer of broilers and turkeys from Rose Hill, N.C. I would like to 
thank the committee for allowing me to present the views of the poultry grow- 
ers of North Carolina, whom I represent as president of the North Carolina 
Turkey Federation and State vice president of the Southeastern Poultry & Egg 
Association. 

After much study and discussion of the proposal now before this committee, 
the poultry growers of North Carolina decided that we did not want the poultry 
industry shackled with restrictions of this kind. 

The North Carolina poultry producers believe that the only way to make prog- 
ress in this enterprise is to stick to the basic laws of supply and demand under 
which every producer will be looking for a better and a cheaper way to put a 
quality product on the market, so that he can compete pricewise with other meats 
and still make a reasonable profit. Otherwise, the housewife, who is our boss, 
will not buy our product and we will face economic extinction. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a poultry farmer and not a lawyer. I do not profess to 
understand all of the broad, indefinite language in this bill. I have read it over 
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many times and I have discussed it with our counsel and it seems to us that 
this legislation will doom the poultry industry for years to come. 

There are dope addicts in this country that think they cannot live without dope. 
There are people in this country that think that the poultry industry cannot 
survive without being doped up with Government control or Government sub- 
sidies. Like the dope addict, once this program is started it will take more and 
more help from the Government and there will be no turning back. The poultry 
industry has grown by leaps and bounds without Government restrictions of any 
kind. You cannot say the same for other parts of agriculture that are Govern- 
ment controlled. 

The poultry industry is not in as bad shape as these inefficient growers would 
have you think. It is true, we are having a few growing pains but you do not 
hear the gripes and bellyaches of the efficient producer who is home feeding 
his poultry and minding his own business. 

This is my third trip to Washington to try to prevent these inefficient pro- 
ducers from high-pressuring the lawmakers of this country into passing legisla- 
tion to keep them in business at the expense of the efficient producers. 

The poultry people up here today in favor of this legislation will have you 
think that the poultry industry is sick and everyone in it is going broke. But 
as a producer of poultry, I am telling you this is far from right. In Duplin 
County, N.C., which is my home county, the poultry industry is a lifesaver. 
We are not crying for Government help or production quota. 
only to be left alone. 

Most of the producers are small farmers that their tobacco acreage has been 
cut so low that it was either give up their homes and leave the farms or get 
into a new business, which in most cases has been the poultry business. 
growers are producing poultry at a profit. 

At the present time, we in this country are producing poultry as cheap or 
cheaper than any other plaec in the world. We have room to capture foreign 
markets with a good wholesome product that is being produced very economically. 
If this legislation is passed we will lose all of these advantages and price our- 
selves off the market at home and abroad. 

Most of these small producers are producing broilers under contract. Many 
people will have you think that contract farming is bad for the small farmers 
of the country. This is not so. Competition is great among the people that are 
doing the contracting and the small farmer that is doing the actual feeding of 
the poultry is getting a good return for his labor. 

I have never known a grower feeding on a contract arrangement to go broke, 
but I have known plenty of the feed mills that are paying the contract to go 
under. 

I grew up on my father’s farm where I learned to produce flue-cured tobacco, 
but when I became of age and begin to farm for myself, the only way I could 
get into the tobacco business was to buy some farmland with a tobacco allot- 
ment on it or to rent some acreage at a high price from someone else, although 
I owned farmland myself. I do not feel that this was fair to the younger 
generation—nor do I feel it would be fair to our children to keep them out of 
the poultry industry simply to protect those of us who happen to be in it. 

It does not make sense to me to reward inefficiency when the history of our 
capitalistic system proves that the way to build a strong and healthy economy 
is to permit the able and the efficient to earn their own just reward in a free 
country. 

We respectfully urge you and the honorable members of this committee not 
to take our birthright from us by approving this bill. 


Senator Proxmie. And, without objection, additional statements 
will be placed in the record at this point also. 

The hearings will adjourn and the record will remain open until 
next Wednesday. 

(Whereupon, the subcommittee adjourned at 1:50 p.m.) 

(Additional statements filed for the record are as follows :) 
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STATEMENT FILED By Hon. D. S. SAUND, REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE 29TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, I sincerely appreciate this opportunity to present my views to 
you and your distinguished colleagues on a matter of great importance to 
poultrymen of my congressional district in California. 

{ have been contacted by many independent poultrymen in my district, urging 
that Federal legislation be enacted which would allow them to help themselves 
in solving problems which have depressed the prices paid for their products 
and which have caused them the loss of untold thousands of dollars in the past 
several years. 

These are mostly small ranchers who have been at the mercy of the buyers 
and processors of eggs and other poultry products. 

On August 38, 1959, I introduced H.R. 8500, a bill to provide for stabilization 
and orderly marketing in the poultry industry. It is similar to legislation intro- 
duced by several of my colleagues who are also concerned by the plight of the 
poultry industry in California and other parts of the Nation. 

During the recess of Congress, a poll of poultry raisers was conducted in my 
district and I have been advised that they favored provisions of my “self-help” 
bill by a 2 to 1 majority. 

I respectfully urge the members of the subcommittee to recommend passage 
of legislation which would stabilize the poultry industry and establish and main- 
tain orderly marketing conditions for poultry and poultry products produced 
in the United States; and provide reasonable returns and adequate standards 
of living to producers thereof so as to assure the continuing production and 
marketing of such poultry and the products thereof in sufficient quantities and of 
such grade, quality and condition as to provide an adequate and dependable 
supply for consumers at reasonable prices. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., February 26, 1960. 
Hon. OL1In D. JOHNSTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Production, Marketing and Stabilization of Prices, 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would like to join with my colleagues from the House 
in support of S. 2516. Several of us, as you know, have introduced a similar 
bill in the House. After careful consideration of several alternatives, the ap- 
proach of S. 2516 and of our House bills seemed to provide the best hope for a 
reasonable and just solution to what is rapidly becoming a national problem in 
agriculture. 

The disastrous plight of poultry farmers in my State is rapidly approaching 
the point of no return. Month after month, more and more independent business, 
owned and operated by family farmers, are being forced into bankruptcy. 

The typical family poultry farm in my district, Mr. Chairman, is by no means 
a marginal operation. Marginal operators were driven from the business long 
ago. The man who is now being squeezed between high feed costs and low 
poultry and egg prices is in nearly every case the operator of a highly efficient, 
modern poultry farm, using the most up-to-date methods and equipment and 
with the benefit of the advice and technical assistance of the College of Agri- 
culture of the University of Connecticut, one of the foremost such institutions 
in the country. 

These independent, self-reliant people are not asking for subsidies or hand- 
outs. They are asking for protection against the cynical and ruthless inte- 
grated operators whose prime concern is neither the welfare of the consumer 
nor the production of poultry, but rather complete control of the poultry in- 
dustry and correspondingly higher profits from the sale of feed. All else is 
secondary to this manipulation of the industry, and these family-operated farms 
which still survive in my district, although perfectly willing and able to meet 
fair competition on its own terms, simply cannot hope to compete with the giant 
integrated operators. 

S. 2516, Mr. Chairman, will provide orderly production and marketing con- 
ditions in the now chaotic poultry industry. It is a serious, thoughtful and 
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reasonable attempt at an equitable solution to a problem which threatens a 
$60 million investment in my State. I urge the committee most strongly to 
give S. 2516 its most thoughtful consideration. 
With my warmest regards, 
Sincerely, 
CHESTER BOWLES. 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., February 26, 1960. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CuatrMAN: This will refer to the bill, S. 2516, to provide for 
stabilization and orderly marketing in the poultry industry, which is presently 
being heard by your committee. I have received correspondence from Mr. Ken 
E. Smith of Lexington, Nebr., who is a director of the Nebraska State Federa- 
tion of Turkey Growers and a delegate to the National Federation of Turkey 
Growers. 

Mr. Smith has asked me to express his opposition to the bill, S. 2516, and his 
endorsement of the bill, 8S. 13895, which relates to the turkey industry. 

I would appreciate very much his expression being made a part of the record 
of your hearings. 

Sincerely yours, 
Car T. Curtis, U.S. Senator. 


MapIson, WIs., February 29, 1960. 
Senator ALLEN ELLENDER, 
Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: I sincerely regret that it was not possible for me 
to appear or be represented at the hearings held by your committee on Feb- 
ruary 25 and 26 on legislation providing for the stabilization of prices and 
marketing of poultry products (S. 2516, introduced by Senators Humphrey, 
McCarthy, Williams, and Engle). I would very much appreciate your making 
my views known to the committee by inclusion of this letter and the attachments 
thereto in the record of your hearings. 

Prices received by Wisconsin producers of eggs have averaged substantially 
less than the cost of production throughout 1959. Prices received for broilers, 
other chickens, and turkeys have also averaged less than the cost of produc- 
tion during frequent periods in recent years. 

Wisconsin poultry producers are growing increasingly alarmed over the per- 
sistence of inadequate returns. The future outlook, both as to economic factors 
and general national agricultural policy proposals, gives rise to even more 
urgent concern. 

Your committee in recent weeks published a study by the Department of 
Agriculture, with an accompanying statement by an advisory committee of 
economists from leading land-grant colleges, on farm price and income projec- 
tions under conditions approximating free production and marketing of agricul- 
tural commodities. This document (S. Doc. 77) furnishes a very timely warn- 
ing to agriculture generally of the severity of the consequences that might be 
expected from current proposals for further weakening of existing agricultural 
stabilization programs. 

The following projections are made for major poultry products by the year 
1965 as compared to the 1955-57 averages under the assumed conditions: 

Eggs—production up one-fifth; prices received by farmers at 29 cents per 
dozen, national average down nearly 25 percent; 

Broilers—production up 57 percent; prices received by farmers at 15 cents 
per pound national average down 29 percent ; 

Farm chickens—production up about 20 percent; prices received by farmers 
at 10 cents per pound down 38 percent ; 

Turkeys—production up 31 percent; prices received by farmers down 27 
percent. 
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Mr. Baxter Newton, head of the poultry section, Wisconsin State Department 
of Agriculture, informs me that prices received by Wisconsin producers for 
eggs during 1959 have run as low as less than two-thirds of production costs. 
The average has run below the cost of production throughout 1959 and much 
of the preceding year. 

A summary is attached of a report by D. W. W. Cravens, director of re- 
search, McMillen Feeds Co., Decatur, Ind., presented at the University of Wis- 
consin Farm and Home Week program on January 26, 1960. Dr. Cravens es- 
timates the cost of production of eggs at 33.15 cents per dozen, assuming a re- 
turn on investment at 6 percent and labor at $1.48 per hour. 

The return on investment and labor components represents 4.75 cents of the 
total cost of 33.15 cents per dozen of producing eggs. On this basis, Wisconsin 
producers received no return at all on their labor and investment during 7 
months of 1959 and failed also to recover part of their other costs. 

Our poultry specialists regard Dr. Cravens’ analysis as a conservative one. 
Another study, reported by the Grain and Feed Dealers National Association, 
places the cost of production at 35 cents per dozen.. 

In view of the present severe economic distress of producers of poultry prod- 
ucts, I urge your committee to approve enabling legislation such as is now pend- 
ing before your committee to permit producers of eggs and poultry to participate, 
subject to the approval of a two-thirds majority of producers voting in a refer- 
endum, in planning and operating a national program to stabilize prices and 
marketing. 

This enabling legislation would provide the means for poultry producers, if it 
is the desire of a substantial majority to do so, to develop a satisfactory pro- 
gram whereby supplies can be adjusted more reasonably to demand in order to 
avoid losses such as those now being experienced. 

Sincerely yours, 
GAYLORD A. NELSON, 
Governor, State of Wisconsin. 


Wisconsin egg prices (received by farmers, 15th of month) 


[Price per dozen} 





1959 1958 1953-57 | 1959 1958 1953-57 

average | average 
SUES. oi occas $0. 323 $0. 355 || July. -- ‘ $0. 249—| $0. 333+ $0. 347 
POUPUREY <66< sus ss 312 . 361 |; August_--- 276—| 345+ . 381 
March_-- ae . 318 . 367 || September 401+ . 418 
April__.- . 254— .356 || October 365+ . 439 
Mmsy...<.- . . 224-— . 338 November. . 365+ . 422 
June ; sg . 212— . 331 December- 314 . 378 

| 
Source: Wisconsin Crop Reporting Service. 

Cents 

per 
Cost of producing eggs Percent dozen 
ci sa acs acc esi sc ccnindice ieee ss Sees edad San = 50 16. 00 
DiOCK: GOORCO ICs ni. sissies ee eee ee Ses Sa SS 25 7.43 
CIA Rias ONE. SR occ ren acne bude eS .33 

Building and equipment repair__.__---------__----- {eee LO 

Building: depreciation (10, peare)- 200.4 ies. eecahesecke nc 1. 53 
Bowinmont conrocietittts <6. ase cca wo seers nk cee Su tebeag e 1. 92 
Labor (61.45 por oer) a10ssh3ecccwsnnsaenie ae ee 8 2. 89 

MGCOONOOURe cia io owen ce Saecuinn astiphtegsabasinclnds Satay tS sai fie acer tice i d 
Ei ied Cid OR i ee cern a Lee ee . 76 
RN iii ich sin neal ex wae as . 19 
Power ane INVOLONCOs = aicind oniccentnceiedaaigoa een ; 24 
Interest. on investment. (6 percent) ...+ ~.-..1..<..5cn see 1. 86 
i pee cig tl rele a eet ee ae 100 33.15 


Source: Notes from report by Dr. W. W. Cravens, director of research, McMillen Feeds, 
Decatur, Ind., presented at Farm and Home Week, University of W isconsin, Jan. 26, 1960, 
compiled by Baxter Newton, head of poultry section, Wisconsin State Department of 
Agriculture. 
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Cost of producing egas Percent 
Bese BO ed reat el an a ee eee le is a caibiecaciamanas iss aE aia ae 50. 1 
Flock depreciation eS ee ak a aE 25. 2 
Labor... pee mae cage ate sists n'a i tial aE tease + ae 
Building and equipment deprecii ition i Al a a a 2 
ce ee EE ES Ee ee er err 5. 7 
nits Wear; Wie. 2 ice maa oll ea mR a ae RR Ra i 2.8 


Source: Compiled by Baxter Newton, head of poultry section, Wisconsin State Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, from recent Missouri study reported by Grain and Feed Dealers 
National Association, with adaptation to Wisconsin economic conditions. 


Application of above to Wisconsin: With feed costing 3.3 cents a pound, and 
using our Wisconsin random sample test average feed conversion of 5.35 pounds 
of feed per dozen eggs (240 eggs per bird, which is about 40 eggs above aver- 
age) feed cost per dozen eggs is 17.7 cents. Total costs would be twice this, or 
35.4 cents. 


WASHINGTON, D.C., February 25, 1960. 
Hon. OLin D. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Production, Marketing and Stabilization of Prices, 
Senate Agricultural Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR JOHNSTON: We do not believe that S. 2516, the so-called Na- 
tional Poultry Stabilization Act, would provide poultry producers an oppor- 
tunity to earn a high net income. On the contrary, we believe that the various 
control and assessment features in this proposed legislation would work to the 
detriment of poultry producers. The Farm Bureau therefore opposes the enact- 
ment of 8. 2516. 

The proposed legislation would involve a broad use of the Federal market- 
ing order technique. Farm Bureau's 1960 policy states: “We do not believe that 
one Federal order covering all producers of a commodity in all areas is work- 
able because it could not recognize differences in production and marketing 
conditions.” 

For example, conditions affecting production and marketing practices for 
eggs and poultry production are very different in South Carolina from what they 
are in Minnesota. 

Marketing orders can be helpful in promoting orderly marketing when they 
are established to cover the smallest practicable area. It is relatively easy to 
regulate the marketing of a crop grown only in a very limited area of the 
country. But it would be an impossible task to regulate the activities of ap- 
proximately 3 million egg producers, 50,000 broiler producers, and many thou- 
sands of turkey growers who are scattered all over the country. 

Farm Bureau’s 1960 policy states also: ““‘We do not believe that Federal mar- 
keting orders should be used as a method of collecting funds to purchase agri- 
cultural products for diversion or to make diversion payments. Orders should 
not be used to collect funds from producers for direct advertising and sales 
promotion programs.” Passage of S. 2516 would lead to such compulsory col- 
lections of funds from producers. Producers’ net incomes would be lowered by 
the deduction of such assessments. 

Perhaps the most serious objection to the enactment of 8S. 2516 is that the 
act would discriminate against commercial producers by permitting minimum 
exemptions. Small exempt producers could in time make up most of the in- 
dustry. Commercial producers would have the size of their businesses cut 
drastically to make room for the growing number of exempt flocks. 

We do not believe it is possible to control the total national production of 
the poultry industry unless there is complete control over all poultry production 
and marketing by the Federal Government. We doubt that the poultry in- 
dustry is interested in that type of program, and we think it would be unwise 
to follow such a course. We believe progress has been made in the poultry 
industry under our present system, free of governmental restrictions and regu- 
lations, and that more progress will be made under this system than under a 
system that may involve more Government intervention and regulation. 

We would appreciate your making this letter a part of the hearing record 
concerning S. 2516. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN C. LYNN, 
Legislative Director, American Farm Bureau Federation. 
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STATEMENT FILED BY JOHN M. Hatp, GENERAL MANAGER, ARKANSAS POULTRY 
FEDERATION, LitTLE Rock, ARK. 


I am John Haid, general manager of the Arkansas Poultry Federation, repre- 
senting over 3,300 poultrymen of Arkansas. 

Our members are opposed to contents of S. 2516 and wish to go on record as 
being against any action in favor of the bill. In the past, the Arkansas Poultry 
Federation has strongly opposed any governmental control of poultry production 
and continues to express the same opinion on this matter. 


Hon. NORMAN BRUNSDALE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C: 

North Dakota Turkey Federation today discussed proposed S. 1395 and 8. 2516 
on which hearings will be started tomorrow. The executive board in our State 
iustrucied me to advise you of the North Dakota turkey industries’ opposition 
to these two bills. The problem was discussed at the National Turkey Federa- 
tion meeting in January and it was our observation that more opposition to 
such legislation prevailed at the grassroot level than at any time in the past. 
Thanks for everything you have done for us. 

ART LANZ, 
Secretary-Treasurer, North Dakota Turkey Federation. 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY HERBERT O. WEGNER, FOR THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
VINELAND & SOUTH JERSEY COOPERATIVE EGG AUCTION & POULTRY ASSOCIATION, 
VINELAND, N.J. 


It is evident to this board that, if future devastating long-term egg price de- 
pressions ure to be avoided, some form of control on the production of eggs in 
the United States is essential. 

The current unrestrained nature of the egg production industry in the Nation 
has reached a point at which further reliance on the “law of supply and de- 
mand” alone undoubtedly will not allow the family egg producer to earn an 
adequate income. 

Because of the entrance into the normally tranquil industry of the egg pro- 
ducer by large operations whose principal interest is not the preservation of the 
family-size farm, an unbalance has been brought into effect on the usually 
operable natural law of supply and demand. Egg production on a large scale 
is now being supported by firms which make their principal income from other 
sources, and which can absorb a loss of income on egg marketing operations 
that the family-size farm cannot long endure. 

Any major poultry stabilization act, to be considered in the best interests of 
the family-size farm, must penalize the “integrated” operations which cannot be 
classified as “farms” in the traditional American sense. 

We understand the National Poultry Stabilization Act would rule out such 
operations as feed dealers, since it would allow only to the grower who “owns or 
rents land, buildings and equipment for poultry production” to be eligible to 
vote in referendums and be entitled to quotas. 

We recommend that the act go further to outlaw the feed dealer who would 
attempt to circumvent the intent of the act by securing a lease on the land, 
buildings, and equipment of the egg producer. 

It will be noted that our principal concern in this statement is for the pro- 
tection of the “family-size farm.” We believe we share this concern with every 
other farmer group in the country. The farm family is the backbone of agri- 
cultural America, and attempts by commercial firms which would integrate their 
sales operations by absorbing the farm family—to the detriment of the thon- 
sands of farm families as 2 whole—should be prevented at all costs. 

Since the language of the National Poultry Stabilizetion Act is very general 
in many regards, leaving much to the discretion of either producers across the 
country or the U.S. Denartment of Agriculture. it is difficult, too, to deal in 
specifies when either praising or criticizing the act 

Therefore. we would like to be constructive in our recommendations to the 
Agricultural Subcommittee of the U.S. Senate by urging that members of the 
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subcommittee be satisfied that each of the following specifications are assured 
in the act: 

(1) That adequate enforcement be provided, so that assigned quotas are indeed 
complied with. The problem with many previous attempts to stabilize egg pro- 
duction by maintaining quotas is the lack of means of enforcement. It is ex- 
tremely difficult to police the Nation’s poultry farms effectively, since the pro- 
duction and roaring of baby chicks is almost a personal matter of the poultry- 
man himself. Who can be assured that each producer is maintaining good faith 
by complying with his quota? We doubt very much if the act under considera- 
tion provides for adequate enforcement. And, lack of enforcement can negate 
the entire purpose of the bill, making it almost 2s useless as no bill at all. 

(2) Adequate income for the family-size farm. <A chief bone of contention 
with the act will be its failure to outline just how small a producer must be to be 
exempt from marketing restrictions. If the family-size farm is to be protected, 
a definition and determination of the size of such a farm must be made clear. 

(3) Adequate freedom for the family-size producer must be provided. Con 
gress must be certain that the traditional freedom of movement is not hampered 
to such an extent that the act defeats its true purpose—protection of the farm 
family. Such rigid restrictions as to deter the farm family from making an 
adequate living in their chosen profession would be a drastic mistake. 

(4) Adequate allowance for immediate corrective action by the USDA when 
it becomes evident that egg prices are falling below production cost level— 
perhaps 40 cents per dozen—must be provided. Eggs are such a perishable 
commodity that it has always been evident that it would be difficult to provide 
satisfactory controls. Perishability makes the egg a sensitive product to hold 
in line—there is no flexibility of marketing. When eggs are brought to market, 
they must be absorbed immediately in the marketing system. We are not 
aware that the act provides for proper means of dealing with glutted markets. 

The directors of this egg marketing cooperative, one of the earliest and largest 
in the Nation, would like to conclude by noting that they place a great deal of 
confidence in their elected legislators. We are certain, because of the gravity 
of the egg price situation the country over, that every sincere elected official 
is anxious to find a solution which will end our crisis. 

We sincerely hope that due to the hearing being conducted this week an ade- 
quate system of controls will emerge which can meet the needs and the prayers 
of the family-size egg producing unit. 


STATEMENT OF I, A. BARLAS, PRESIDENT, ALLIED POULTRY INDUSTRIES COUNCIL, 
PETALUMA, CALIF. 


The poultry industry itself finds itself caught up in a vast unending cycle of 
overproduction and plunging prices and bankruptcy, with the demise of the 
independent poultrymen bringing the erosion of the basic foundation of our 
traditional heritage of free economy and independent enterprise. As the family 
farmer is dragged into the voracious jaws of integration and subjugated servi- 
tude to the corporate chainstores he drags with him the small independent busi- 
nessmen who as financed him and worked with him on a free economic level. 
Many small businesses allied to the poultry industry have been submerged be- 
neath the rising tide of integration merger and financing. The hatcheries which 
supply the chicks can no longer survive unless the owner embraces a franchise 
from the major hatchery. The small independent feed manufacturer can no 
longer continue to finance the sinking poultrymen and he too must subordinate 
himself to stronger financing or major feed chains. The poultry processor and 
the egg processor alike are placed at the mercy of the major chainstores by 
their massive purchasing power. As the grocer chains absorb a larger and 
larger percentage of the independent processor’s product they make more and 
more increasing demands upon its operational margin coincident with increasing 
demands for their own name brand products. 


PROCESSOR CAUGHT, TOO 


When the processor has reached the point where the major portion of his pro- 
duction is consigned to the chains, he finds himself inexorably enmeshed in a 
web of economic servitude to the major food chains. The chainstores frequently 
buy poultry and eggs for use as loss leaders to attract customers and to increase 
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weekend sales. The processors use the promise of large purchase orders as 
psychological wedge to force the price down to the producers. When the price 
is sufficiently low, the chainstores step into the market and buy large quantities 
of the product at the depressed prices for use as lossleaders. When the poultry- 
man has once more accumulated an oversupply causing depressed prices the 
chains again step back into the market to repeat the process. The processor 
finds increasing demands upon his production costs through the extended time 
he must grant to the producers or to the processors who in turn use the extended 
credit to expand their facilities in the endless cycle of destructive expansion. 
At this point the independent processor has lost his label and his independent 
customers and has reached a hopeless point of no return. As the unit of profit 
declines for the processor and the grower alike, the volume must increase, thus 
perpetuating the destructive and endless cycle. The major grocery chains of 
our Nation are one of those responsible for the destruction of our traditional 
system of independent free enterprise. 


THE LATTER END LOOMS UP 


In time with full integration the chainstores, through actual ownership of huge 
corporate poultry farms, will have completely wiped out the small independent 
farmer who has been driven into a financial corner by the practices just described. 
One of the overriding imperatives which must be brought before the attention 
of this committee is the fact that the poultryman is no longer producing a product 
for market but a product to market. A product which is rapidly being relegated 
from a principal product of a principal industry to a byproduct to a foreign 
industry. Passage of effective State legislation and National legislation now 
pending before Congress, is one of the solutions to the problem. It is naive to 
believe that promotion alone can solve the complex social, economic problems en- 
gendered by contract production or integration. It is equally naive for any one 
segment of the industry to believe that the problems of the turkey, egg, or fryer 
producers are not closely interrelated—for nothing could be more remote from 
the truth. 

EFFICIENCY DOESN’T HELP 


It has long been the credo of the poultryman to believe that efficiency would 
assure his continuing success on the farm. Such is no longer the truth. The 
empty farms of his bankrupt neighbors do not long remain empty, but are placed 
back into production by larger, even more efficient producers, with more extensive 
financing, and so goes the spiraling cycle of production, bankruptey, and nonfarm 
financing. 

We hear quite a bit of the law of supply and demand. What is overlooked is 
that there are many forces and factors that prevent this law of supply and de- 
mand from working. 

In the first place this law will not give the producer a fair price for his produce 
because there is no relation between the prices that the consumer will pay and 
the cost of producing the product. Second, we are told that if we allow the law 
of supply and demand to work, then the inefficient will be driven out of business 
and the efficient producers will no longer need any assistance. 

This statement overlooks several facts. First is that a producer has two types 
of cost. One is fixed cost and the other is variable cost. Once the producer has 
invested a great deal of money in a fixed investment of land, buildings, and ma- 
chinery, he cannot back up on these costs. He will continue to produce the prod- 
uct so long as the price he receives is a few cents above his variable cost so he 
can cover a part of his fixed cost. The second fact that is overlooked is that we 
are already rid of the inefficient producers in California. 

The people who are in need of greater bargaining strength in our agriculture 
today are efficient producers. If the cost of the goods and services that these 
efficient producers must buy varied from the prices they received for their prod- 
uct, then the efficient producer could survive. depending on the law of supply 
and demand. But the fact is that the goods and services that the farmer must 
buy are all purchased from oligopolistic industries which have what we call 
administered prices. 

These administered prices do not fluctuate downward, but rather move in the 
upward direction and more increase in cost. The farmer’s problem has become 
worsened in recent years because he is buying more and more goods and services 
from these administered price industries. 
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For example, he buys tractors, trucks, feed, seed, fertilizers, insecticides, and 
he pays taxes and utilities rates, all of which are administered prices. At the 
sume time, the efficient farmer is unable to administer his prices because there 
are so many efficient farmers that he cannot have the informal arrangements 
that exists in other industries not to cut prices below the cost of production. 

Second, other facts that prevent the law of supply and demand from working 
for farmers are uncertainty and unequal bargaining power. In the case of un- 
equal bargaining power the farmer is weak for two reasons. First, is because 
there are many farmers selling to a few buyers: and, second, is because he is 
selling a perishable product. 

For many years it has been recognized that the law of supply and demand 
did not work as regards labor. This is for the same reason the laboring man 
was in the position of many workers facing employer and trying to sell a perish- 
able product. As you know, Mr. Chairman, labor is as perishable as is lettuce. 
If we do not use it today, then today’s labor is lost forever. 

This unequal bargaining power of labor was recognized many years ago in our 
country, and labor was given the right to bargain collectively. Agriculture 
should be given the same right through marketing orders and agreements. 

The last factor that I wish to mention is that of uncertainty. The law of 
supply and demand should set a proper price for any existing level of supply. 
If, and only if, there was certain knowledge as to what is supply and what is 
demand. 

However, the truth is that no one knows at any time what is the exact supply 
of today and what will be the exact supply tomorrow, or at any future date. 
They are after today’s prices and no one knows what is the demand. If we 
give producers the power to determine what will be the supply of their pro- 
duce to be marketed today, tomorrow, and next week, then these producers 
will actually be able to make the law of supply and demand work better. 

To make myself clear, Mr. Chairman, my point is that the buyer of a perishable 
agricultural product, who has greater bargaining strength than the seller, is 
able to discount the prices that he will pay today because of our certainty as 
to what will be their supply tomorrow. If the supply tomorrow is greater than 
the supply today, and to be on the prudent side, the buyer now, without cer- 
tain knowledge, must always assume that tomorrow the supply is likely to be 
greater than today’s, so he discounts the prices. 

Mr. Chairman, since we do not have any means of ascertaining what is the 
demand for these products, because this demand, as at any time, is concealed 
in the minds of the housewives of America, our only alternative to chaotic prices 
is to put a time of certainty on the side of supply. 


SonoMa, Cauir., February 18, 1960. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR ENGLE: We have been informed that the Senate Subcommittee 
on Agriculture and Forestry will hold hearings in Washington February 25 and 
26. In these hearings, bills S. 2516 and S. 1395 will be heard. 

We would like to go on record with you that our organization violently opposes 
S. 2516, particularly the control features. These provide for production and 
marketing controls which are not needed by the turkey industry. I would ask 
you to take time to read that portion of our February issue of Nicholas Turkey 
News which refers to the Athenians. This states our position. 

We are not opposed to S. 1895 which asks for a turkey enabilng act. This 
could be beneficial to the turkey industry if it is handled correctly, as far as 
sales and promotion are concerned. 

We ask you to please make a statement at the hearings or pass this file on 
to the committee to be made a part of the record. 

Respectfully yours, 
F. W. VICKREY, 
General Manager, Nicholas Turkey Breeding Farms. 





e 


d 


n 





NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 173 


NICHOLAS TURKEY NEWS 
[Vol. 3—No. 2—February 1960] 
(Published by Nicholas Turkey Breeding Farms, Sonoma, Calif.) 


The National Turkey Federation convention was held recently in the great 
turkey production State of Minnesota. It was the first convention in several 
years that was without a great deal of controversial discussion regarding a 
national enabling act with or without price supports or production controls. 

It would be our thought that Utah, in drafting a State act, is perhaps much 
more realistic about the element “time.” Certainly they will have extra dollars 
shortly to promote and sell our one unanimously agreed upon product, turkey. 

Perhaps imposing a bit upon our readers, we would present this paragraph as 
being basically important. While our memory of history is not too clear, we 
believe the following quote from Classicist Edith Hamilton by Secretary of the 
Treasury Anderson is possibly again a current item : “When the Athenians finally 
wanted not to give to the state, but the state to give to them, when the freedom 
they wished most for was freedom from responsibility, then the Athenians 
ceased to be free and were never free again.” 





LINCOLN, NeEsR., February 19, 1960. 
Hon. RoMAN L. HRrusKA, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Nebraska Turkey Federation in directors’ session yesterday voted unanimously 
to urge you to give favorable consideration to bill S. 1395 and is definitely op- 
posed to bill S. 2516. 

HERBE T. HEIL, 
President, Nebraska Turkey Federation, Louisville, Nebr. 


(A letter identical to the following was also addressed to Senator 
Yarborough :) 

COLLEGE STATION, TEx., February 19, 1960. 
Hon. Lynpon B. JOHNSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sir: Information has just been received that the Senate Subcommittee 
on Agriculture and Forestry will hold a hearing on February 25 and 26, 1960. 
I understand that this committee is scheduled for a hearing on bill S. 2516, a 
general poultry industry bill. This bill contains provision for production and 
marketing controls on chickens, eggs, turkeys and other poultry. 

The Texas Turkey Federation is supporting the National Turkey Federation 
Act, bill S. 1895, which is a bill somewhat similar, but provides no controls. 
At the National Turkey Federation Convention held in Minneapolis, Minn.., 
January 5-7, 1960, the directors of the National Turkey Federation voted 
unanimously to support the National Turkey Marketing Act, bil! S. 189%. The 
directors of the Texas Turkey Federation constitute a part of the National 
Turkey Federation directors. 

The Texas Turkey Federation is asking that you support the National Turkey 
Marketing Act, S. 1395, and oppose S. 2516. The Texas Turkey Federation 
would like to have you make a statement at the hearing to the effect that you 
are supporting S. 1395 and opposing S. 2516. Should you not be able to make 
such a statement, we would appreciate your giving this letter to the committee 
and, therefore, making this a part of the record. We would appreciate your 
complying with our request. 

The federation does not want any controls placed on production and market 
ing of turkeys. 

Sincerely yours, 
Gro. H. DRAPER, 
President, Texas Turkey Federation. 
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STEPHENVILLE, TEx., February 19, 1960. 
Senator Lynpon B. JOHNSON, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR JOHNSON: Information has been received that the Senate Sub- 
committee on Agriculture and Forestry will hold hearings in Washington, Feb- 
ruary 25 and 26. The hearing is specifically scheduled on S. 2516, a general 
poultry bill. It is understood that other bills of a similar type will be heard. 

The directors of the Texas Turkey Federation are opposed to S. 2516 with 
its provision for controls. We prefer S. 1395, Turkey Enabling Act. 

It would be greatly appreciated if you would lend your influence in discourag- 
ing 8. 2516 the general poultry bill, and at the same time encourage S. 1395, 
Turkey Enabling Act. 

Sincerely, 
T. A. HENSARLING, 
Executive Secretary, Teras Turkey Federation. 


(A letter identical to the following was also addressed to Senator 


Martin :) 


Des Mornes, Iowa, February 19, 1960. 
Senator B. B. HICKENLOOPER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: We are taking the liberty of sending you the attached letter 
to inform you of the stand of the lowa Turkey Federation. It represents over 
8 nillion turkeys and its 1,400 hundred growers throughout the State. We are 
quite proud of the turkey industry in Iowa which ranks third on the national 
level and through a concentrated quality program is rapidly being recognized 
as one of the leaders in the turkey field. Iowa's Golden Grain Finished turkeys 
received quite an acceptance and we are proud of the product and the State 
in which they originate. 

The board of directors of the Iowa Turkey Federation definitely take the 
stand that the Turkey Enabling Act (S. 1895), though similar in many respects 
to the general poultry bill, differs fundamentally in that it does not provide 
for production and marketing controls. We ask that you either make a state- 
ment at the hearing or give this letter to the committee to be made a part of 
the record. 

Your help will be appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
JOHN F. PLANALP, 
Erecutive Secretary, Iowa Turkey Federation. 


FEBRUARY 19, 1960. 
Ray THOMPSON, 
Ellsworth, Iowa. 


Dear Ray: As you know at our last board meeting the Board of Directors of 
the Iowa Turkey Federation were polled as to their thinking regarding the Na- 
tional Turkey Marketing Act S. 1395. They voted to approve this legislation 
and to cooperate in working aggressively to get this bill passed this year. 

The board also appointed you to represent their thinking regarding this legisla- 
tion and this letter is a formal authorization for you to represent the Iowa turkey 
growers at the Senate subcommittee meeting to be held in Washington, D.C., 
February 25 and 26. 

Yours very truly, 
JOHN F. PLANALP, 
Executive Secretary, Iowa Turkey Federation. 
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LEXINGTON, NEBR., 
February 22, 1960. 

Mr. RoMAN HRUSKA, 

Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. Hruska: I am writing in regard to bill S. 1395. This bill is spon- 
sored by our NTF. It is endorsed by our Nebraska State Federation, of which 
I am a director. I am also the Nebraska delegate to the national federation. 

We, of the turkey industry, feel this bill will be of great assistance to us in 
solving our own problems as they arise. We don’t want to have to ask the Gov- 
ernment for help. 

I also wish to state we are opposed to S. 2516 because of the provisions for pro- 
duction and marketing controls. We are almost unanimously against this. 

The Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture and Forestry will hold hearings on 
February 25 and 26. 

I realize the time is short and that you are a very busy man but I will greatly 
appreciate it if you could make a statement at the hearings or give my letter 
to the committee to be made a part of the record. 

Sincerely, 
KEN E. SMITH. 


(A letter identical to the following was also sent to Senator Hartke :) 


INDIANA STATE POULTRY ASSOCIATION, 


Lafayette, Ind., February 23, 1960. 
Hon. HoMErR E, CAPEH ART, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CAPEHART: Our attention has been called, by industry members, 
to the fact that the Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture and Forestry will be 
holding hearings February 25-26 on various subjects. 

One of the bills under consideration at that time is S. 2516. We under- 
stand that this is a general poultry industry bill. It is our understanding 
that in general, this bill contains provisions for production and market con- 
trols of chickens, eggs, turkeys, and other poultry. The Indiana State Poultry 
Association and its various departments over the years has opposed strongly 
bills of this type that has come up from time to time. The industry realizes 
that the current situation is far from what they would desire; but, most of 
them are of the opinion that if controls were on them they would still be worse. 
Therefore, we strongly urge you to issue a statement to the committee expressing 
our views or forward our letter of same. 

The National Turkey Federation, of which a large number of our people 
are members, also have a bill, S. 1395, up for consideration. Our people have 
gone on record opposing this although the National Turkey Federation maintains 
that this bill does not contain provisions for control but our people as a whole 
do not look with favor upon this proposed legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert L. HoevueE, 
Ezecutive secretary. 


STATEMENT FILED py THOMAS J. LLOYD, PRESIDENT, AND PATRICK E. GORMAN, 
SECRETARY-TREASURER, AMALGAMATED Meat Cutters & BUTCHER WORKMEN 
(AFL-CIO) 


Our names are Thomas J. Lloyd and Patrick E. Gorman. We are the presi- 
dent and secretary-treasurer, respectively, of the Amalgamated Meat Cutters 
and Butcher Workmen of North America, AFL-CIO. 

The AMCBW is a labor union with 375,000 members organized in about 500 
local unions throughout the United States and Canada. The AMCBW and its 
locals have contracts with thousands of employers in the meat, retail, poultry, 
egg, canning, leather, fish processing, and fur industries. (More than 30,000 
members of our union work in the poultry and egg industries. ) 

The Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen (AFL-CIO) strongly 
supports S. 2516, the legislation to provide a nationwide program to stabilize 
poultry and egg production. We believe this legislation is both desperately 
needed and long overdue. The speediest enactment of S. 2516 is essential if 
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tens of thousands of small poultry producers who are precariously clinging 
to their farms are to be saved—instead of being forced into the bankruptey 
and financial ruin which has alreidy claimed so many other small farmers in 
this industry. 

For moral, social, and economic considerations, the Nation cannot stand idly 
by and watch these tens of thousands of hard-working men and women either 
become sharecroppers or be forced off the land. The consequences are serious 
if we shrug our shoulders—as some who benefit from this process have urged 
you to do—and say that this is simply the way things go. 

The moral reasons against taking the “who cares” attitude are obvious. The 
social and economic reasons against such a view are equally strong. We firmly 
believe that the existence of the small farmer in both the poultry and egg in- 
dustries and in other industries is a vital factor for the social stability and 
economic health of our Nation. 

The huge corporation farm or the huge integrator develops such tremendous 
economic and political power in the area of his operation that he dominates 
it. The corporation, of course, aims at maximizing its profit. It keeps both 
workers and the producer-sharecroppers at a miserable state of economic exist- 
ence. Workers and producer-sharecroppers become more and more economically 
depressed and economically dependent upon the corporation. As this process 
continues, they also become more and more dominated by the management of 
the corporation farm. 

This is not theory. This is apparent in many areas of the South and the 
West, where poultry integration and corporation farming has made its greatest 
headway. We maintain that such a situation is dangerous to democracy. It 
is dangerous to our Nation’s political and social and economic well-being. 

An area politically dominated by a small oligarchy of corporate managers goes 
completely contrary to the ideals of democracy. An area where producers 
steadily lose their independence and where workers see no hope of rising out 
of a depressed and exploited status is not a region where the social dream of 
America can flourish. 

Further, an area where poverty stalks the producer and the worker is not 
a region which can play its role in maintaining the economic strength of our 
Nation. Our economy is so highly geared and so interdependent that we cannot 
permit one segment of our population to be economically depressed. The 
prosperity of everyone in the Nation demands a high rate of consumption from 
all others. 

Labor has frequently stated that its members can not maintain a high 
standard of living if the small farmer does not maintain one. This is true. 
Millions of farmers must possess a standard of living sufficient to permit them 
to help consume the goods we produce if we are to maintain our standard of 
living, and vice versa. Think of what a tremendous new market could be 
created if small producers, farm workers and processing workers were given 
the opportunity of earning incomes sufficient for a decent standard of living. 
Think of the goods that would be bought, the jobs that would be created, the 
prosperity that would be gained for our economy. 

The consequences of failure to achieve these desirable conditions are more 
than continued poverty and economic, social, and political subjugation of hun- 
dreds of thousands of people at the hands of comparatively few corporate 
managers. The consequences also include the trend toward monopoly in the 
poultry and egg industry. The catastrophic economic situation of independent 
poultry farmers is bringing and will bring a greater and greater concentration 
in this industry. Such a concentration is destructive of free enterprise. 

You have heard many opponents of S. 2516 bring forth the banner of free 
enterprise. They have wrapped themselves in it and cried, “Leave us alone. 
Don’t let the Government interfere with us.’ Aside from the fact that this 
legislation does not bring about Government interference, one may ask, “Will 
free enterprise be furthered by acquiescing to a continuation of a situation 
where the small farmer is continuously forced out? Will it be furthered by 
acquiescing to an acceleration of a process whereby an increasingly small 
number of establishments will completely dominate the market? The obvious 
answer is “No, absolutely no.” 

And what about the consumer? How will he fare? Does he benefit by the 
currently depressed poultry and egg prices? In the first place, the consumer is 
more than just a buyer. He is concerned by the social and economic implica- 














a aS ee 





NATIONAL POULTRY STABILIZATION ACT 177 


tions of the process of integration and corporation farming. He is hurt by 
them. Further, he has a job which depends upon our Nation’s economic well- 
being. 

But even if he were only a buyer, and otherwise completely divorced from 
the political, economic, and social problems, he would specifically be hurt by the 
trend toward monopolization. After this process has reached a greater stage 
of development, the price situation would very much change. Those who have 
benefited from the trend would certainly take advantage of it. The consumer 
would pay, and pay heavily, for the poultry product. 

It is important that the point be made that S. 2516 will protect consumer 
interests. Not only will it stem the trend toward monopoly, but it also carries 
specific safeguards to prevent the envisaged poultry and egg marketing orders 
from driving consumer prices way up. It contains adequate protection for the 
consumer. On the other hand, the alternative to this legislation—the continua- 
tion of the process of concentrating the industry into fewer and fewer hands— 
contains no protection at all, only dangers. 

For all of these reasons, we urge the enactment of S. 2516. We believe that 
it is necessary to prevent penury and suffering among poultry farmers. Fur- 
ther, we believe it is in the best interest of workers, consumers, and the Nation 
as a whole. 


x 





